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COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

The  Allen-Warner  Valley  (AWV)  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  team 
has  reviewed  138  letters,  and  transcripts  of  testimony  from  a  total  of  83 
persons  recorded  at  five  public  hearings  during  the  comment  period  of  the  AWV 
draft  EIS. 

This  volume  contains  reproductions  of  all  letters  received  in  comment  to 
the  draft  EIS,  substantive  excerpts  from  oral  testimony  given  during  the  five 
public  hearings  held  during  the  draft  EIS  comment  period,  and  reproductions 
of  written  exhibits  which  were  presented  at  those  hearings.  Specific  com- 
ments are  bracketed  and  BLM  responses  are  adjacent  to  the  comments. 

As  required  under  the  Council  of  Environmental  Quality  Regulations,  all 
comments  from  letters  and  hearings  testimony  were  responded  to  be  EIS  team 
specialists.  Individual  assorted  comments  responded  to  totaled  approximately 
1,500.  Where  comments  warranted  changes  in  the  text  of  the  EIS  or  presented 
new  substantive  information,  the  text  of  the  final  EIS  was  revised  accord- 
ingly and  reference  to  these  sections  is  made  in  the  response  to  specific 
comments. 


LETTER  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

The  following  section  presents  reproductions  of  all  letters  received 
during  the  draft  EIS  comment  period.  Letters  are  numbered  in  the  order  in 
which  they  were  received.   Specific  comments  in  each  letter  are  bracketed, 

with  BLM  responses  adjacent. 

Letter  Page  Number 

1.  City  of  St.  George  (Rudger  McArthur) 5 

2.  Northern  Arizona  Council  of  Governments  9 

3.  Kane  County  Commission  9 

4.  A.  Brooks  Pace  -  The  Dammeron  Corporation 10 

5.  Clark  County  Health  District  10 

6.  Ray  Palmer,  Alton,  Utah 13 

7.  R.J.  Peebles,  Bloomington,  Utah 15 

8.  Vern  Thomas,  St.  George,  Utah 16 

9.  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  17 

10.  Federal  Aviation  Administration  18 

11.  Department  of  the  Army,  Corp  of  Engineers 19 

12.  G.D.  McDonald,  Cedar  City,  Utah 19 

13.  Spencer  Esplin,  St.  George,  Utah 21 

14.  Jack  D.  Simms,  Bountiful,  Utah 22 

15.  Eva  Mae  Post,  Hurricane,  Utah 23 

16.  R.W.  Hubbard,  Kanab,  Utah 23 

17.  John  S.  Mazanel ,  Denver,  Colorado 25 

18.  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (Western  Region)  26 

19.  Russel  M.  Wilson,  St.  George,  Utah 27 

20.  Division  of  State  History  (Utah)  28 

21.  Steen  Smith,  Renton,  Washington  29 

22.  Friends  of  the  Earth  (Ronald  Rudolph)  30 

23.  Soil  Conservation  Service  (Richard  S.  Swenson)  51 

24.  Mr.  and  Mrs.  A.  Ahmad,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 53 

25.  Carol  dwell,  St.  George,  Utah 54 

26.  Alan  Miller,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 55 

27.  Lisa  Bowen,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 56 

28.  Craig  B.  Rayle,  Green  River,  Utah 57 

29.  Leon  Werdinger,  Ashton,  Idaho 58 

30.  Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department  . 59 

31.  Richard  S.  Cutler,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 61 

32.  Peter  F.  Singer,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 61 

33.  Martin  P.  Schweizer,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 62 

34.  Rodger  Murry,  Butler,  Pennsylvania  63 

35.  James  Kay,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 63 

36.  Ben  Bates,  Cedar  City,  Utah 64 

37.  Jon  W.  Beatty,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 65 

38.  Federal  Highway  Administration  (George  W.  Bohn)  66 

39.  Pamela  Isioin,  Baker,  Oregon  67 

40.  Karl  W.  Fuelling,  Escalante,  Utah 67 

41.  Trevor  Leach,  Kanab,  Utah 69 

42.  Ethel  W.  Thorniley,  Detroit,  Michigan  ......  69 

43.  Rudi  Lambrechtse,  Bellemont,  Arizona  70 

44.  J.  Tom  Collier,  Jackson,  Wyoming 71 

45.  L.H.  Magar,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 71 
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46.  Soil  Conservation  Service  (G.D.  McMillan)  79 

47.  University  of  Utah  (Will em  J.  Kolff)  .  7? 

48.  Elizabeth  R.  Hayes,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  .       73 

49.  Karen  Riemondy,  Smithfield,  Utah  ...  74 

50.  Scott  Gutting,  Logan,  Utah '  75 

51.  S.J.  Mueller,  Bryce  Canyon,  Utah ' 75 

52.  Southern  Nevada  Conservation  Council  78 

53.  Meriam  P.  Beard,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  .  .   79 

54.  Jacqueline  Wolff,  Hollywood,  California  .  .  80 

55.  Oakley  E.  Gordon,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  81 

56.  Florence  J.  Mace,  Kanab,  Utah  ....  82 

57.  Efil  Montes,  St.  George,  Utah  ...  '  03 

58.  Bill  Walsh,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  ....    •  •  \  ■  •  °* 

59.  Eric  Rexstad,  Logan,  Utah '.'.'.  85 

60.  Clark  County  Department  of  Comprehensive'  Planninq 86 

61.  Washington  County  (G.  Murry  Webb) '  '  '  '  88 

62.  Jim  Crawford,  Cedar  City,  Utah  ....  '  89 

63.  Sierra  Club  Legal  Defense  Fund,  Inc.  . 91 

64.  Megge  Hards,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  ....        105 

65.  Carleton  Detar,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  .  '           '  '  105 

66.  Frank  Montana,  Cedar  City,  Utah '  106 

67.  Governor's  Council  on  Arizona  Environment  .'.'.'. 107 

68.  Southern  Nevada  Home  Builders  Association,  Inc  108 

69.  Virlis  L.  Fisgher,  Cedar  City,  Utah  ....       10g 

70.  L.  Stensaas,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  .  .  10g 

71.  John  M.  Crofts,  Orderville,  Utah '.'.'.'.'.  112 

72.  Washington  County  Water  Conservancy  District  .'.".'.'.'  .  ]  '  '   '  112 

73.  U.S.  Geological  Survey '     ^14 

74.  Kanab  Irrigation  Company  (Norn's  Brown)  '.'.'. 118 

75.  County  of  San  Bernardino 121 

76.  Ralph  Bunting,  Kanab,  Utah  ....       122 

77.  North  Las  Vegas  (Bob  Furtek) '               12o 

78.  Andrew  Galer,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  .  .  '                i24 

79.  Peter  Hovingh,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  .  .  "  124 

80.  Julie  McKown,.  Springdale,  Utah  ...  '105 

81.  Larry  McKown,  Springdale,  Utah .  .  .  125 

82.  Harold  W.  Wood,  Tacoma,  Washington .    .  126 

83.  Angela  L.  Olson,  San  Francisco,  California    '  '  '  '  128 

84.  John  Winkel,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  .  .  '            '  12g 

85.  Laurence  T.  Eck,  Bloomington,  Utah  .  .  '               130 

86.  Rudger  M.  McArthur,  St.  George,  Utah  ....  '           '  '  134 

87.  Carl  F.  Hunter,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada  .  .  142 

88.  Nevada  Power  Company  ...  "  '  '  144 

89.  Utah  International,  Inc '.'.'.'. 236 

90.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (Region  VIII)  '.'. 278 

91.  Los  Angeles  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce  '  '  2so 

92.  Carol  Nelson,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  .  '               '  280 

93.  Joseph  L.  Boyle,  Hanksville,  Utah  001 

94.  Utah  Audubon  Society  . '.   2g2 

95.  League  of  Women  Voters  of  Nevada 903 

96.  Joe  Prickett,  Page,  Arizona [    [ '  286 

97.  Ann  A.  Zorn,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 28e 
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98.  Elizabeth  Bottcher,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 288 

99.  Linda  and  John  Lewis,  Tucson,  Arizona  289 

100.  Paul  Weaver,  St.  George,  Utah 290 

101.  Salt  River  Project,  Arizona  291 

102.  Petition  from  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 294 

103.  Southwest  Resources  Council,  Hurricane,  Utah  298 

104.  Kane  County  Commission,  Kanab,  Utah 304 

105.  Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service  317 

106.  Sally  Crum,  Collbram,  Colorado  ...  319 

107.  Curtis  Martin,  Utah 320 

108.  Las  Vegas  Wash  Development  Committee  .....  321 

109.  Steve  Flint,  Logan,  Utah 322 

110.  Art  Wittich,  Vernal,  Utah 323 

111.  Los  Angeles  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce 325 

112.  Bruce  Plenk,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 331 

113.  Clark  C.  deNevers,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 332 

114.  Pat  Ehrman 333 

115.  Department  of  the  Air  Force 334 

116.  Andrea  Mitchell,  Long  Beach,  California  335 

117.  Tim  Hubbard,  Boulder,  Colorado  336 

118.  Town  of  Springdale 337 

119.  Brian  Beard,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 338 

120.  Ronald  L.  Doshier,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 339 

121.  National  Park  Service,  Denver,  Colorado  340 

122.  Larry  Parker,  Oakdale,  California  ,  ....  347 

123.  State  of  Utah,  Office  of  the  Governor 348 

124.  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 357 

125.  California  Energy  Commission  359 

126.  Eric  Redhel ,  Logan,  Utah 381 

127.  Abraham  Braitman,  Bethesda,  Maryland  381 
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Mr.  Dave  Everett 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1579  North  Main 
Cedar  City,  Utah 

Dear  Lave; 

as  i  started  to  read  through  the  environmental  impact  statement  i 
was  bowled  over  by  two  very  inaccurate  statements.  the  first  "the 
Utah  Public  Service  Commission  declined  to  comment  since  the  munici- 
pal POWER  SYSTEM  IN  St  .  GEORGE  IS  NOT  UNDER  THEIR  JURISDICTION.   HOW- 
EVER, ELM  ASSESSMENT  INDICATES  THAT  St.  GEORGE  WOULD  NOT  NEED  THE  POWER 
REPRESENTED  BY  THE  AWV  EllERGY  SYSTEM,  PROVIDED  THAT  THE  EXISTING  PURCHASE 
POWER  CONTRACT  WITH  UTAH  POWER  AND  LlGHT  COMPANY  WOULD  BE  CONTINUED  AND 
ADDENDED  TO  MEET  FUTURE  ENERGY  DEMAND.   A.ND  SECOND  "INFORMATION  DEVELOPED 

by  Centaur  Associates,  Inc.  (a  BLM  contractor)  indicates  that  the  need 
for  a  municipal  water  supply  to  serve  several  southern  utah  communities 
has  been  met  by  a  separate  water  development:  the  snow  canyon  project. 
There  would,  however,  be  several  potential  uses  for  the  impounded 
water,  such  as  agricultural  or  recreational  uses, 

For  your  information  I  am  enclosing  a  recent  order  of  the  Public 
Service  Commission  of  Utah  indicating  the  following: 


Paragraph  5, 


"Also,  we  have  previously  concluded  that  Utah  Power 
&  Light  should  not  enter  into  long  term  firm  power 
supply  contracts  for  resale  to  nonjur i sdict ional 
customers,  ' 


l)7NC*THBlUrrKO*D   ST   CEOMCE.  UTAH  84770    (801)  673359) 


Page  2.  Dave  Everett  Letter. 


The  order  further  concludes  that: 

Paragraph  6.  "In  other  words,  the  provisions  for  renewal  of  t«e 

agreement  should  not  be  binding  or  enforceable  .-.j-ainst 
C.  P.  Rational  if  the  Commission  should  deter-;:. e  in 
A  TUTURE  proceeding  that  such  provisions  are  not  in 

THE  PUBLIC  INTEREST." 

"Nothing  contained  in  this  Refort  and  Order  SHCL-.r  be 

CONSTRUED  AS  AN  APPROVAL  OF  ANY  RESALE  ELECTS \ Z    JE -VICE 
AGREEMENT  WHICH  MAY  EXIST  BETWEEN  UTAH  FowER  £  LIGHT 

comfany  and  the  clty  of  st ,  gecrge.  i'tah  p0we=  i   llght 
Company  is  not  before  the  Commission  in  this  case. 


Paragraph  7. 


In  the  te 
shall  be 
which  may 
George." 


NTATIVE  ORDER  IT  IS  AGAIN  STIPULATED  "NOTHING  IN  THIS  ORDER 
CONSTRUED  AS  APPROVAL  OF  ANY  RESALE  ELECTRIC  SERVICE  AGREEMENT 
EXIST  BETWEEN  UTAH  POWER  &  LlGHT  COMPANY  AND  THE  ClTY  Of    St. 


FOR  THESE  REASONS  WE  BELIEVE  THAT  THE  PROBABILITY  OF  EXTENDING  OUR 

Purchase  and  Wheeling  Agreements  with  Utah  Power  8  Light  and  C  P. 
National  is  nill  and  should  be  so  indicated  in  any  future  presentations 

CONCERNING  THE  NEED  OF  THE  ClTY  OF  St .  GEORGE  FOR  WARNER  VALLEY  POWER . 

The  statement  that  water  requirements  of  the  Southwestern  Utah  communi- 
ties HAVE  BEEN  MET  NEEDS  ONE  WORD.   (PRESENT)   OUR  PRESENT  NEEDS  HAVE 

been  met  by  the  deveopment  of  the  snow  canyon  project.  the  future 
water  requirements  of  this  area  cannot  be  met  without  the  warner  valley 
.Reservoir. 

i  would  appreciate  your  cooperation  in  seeing  this  information  is 
immediately  dispatched  to  interested  parties. 

Respectfully, 
UTILITY  lWISSTP*) 

B*^i?^e— 
Rudger  M.(McArthur 

Rudger  H.  McArthur,  City  of  St,  George,  Utah 

RMM:BH    b        ' 

Response  1-1 

Your  comments  are  addressed  In  the  revised  Purpose  anj  Need  of  Proposed 
Pigf.        Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final  EI5. 

Response  1-2 

The  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  of  Chapter  1  1c  revised 
to  reflect  your  comment  in  the  final  EIS. 


■[ML    PUBLIC   SERVICE   COMMISSION   OF  THE   STATE   OF  UT^VH 


...   Trr   ••JVTTE:'.    or  THE   APPLICATION  ) 

OF   CP   RATIONAL   nORPOSATlOK   FOR  ) 

approval  of  "contract  for  tkahs-  ) 

fo?--atio::  a:;d  delivery  of  ei.f.c-  ) 

TRIC1TY"    EKTEHED    INTO    BETWEEN    CP  ) 

NATIONAL   CORPfc?-Vri03  ai:d  the   CITY  ) 

of  st.   George  u:;der  date  of  ) 

JULY   20,    1979  ) 


REPORT  AND 
TENTATIVE  O.tDER 


Case   No.    79-023-05 


Before  the  Cor^iission: 

Under  date  of  July  30,  1979,  CP  National  Corporation 
(herein  "CPU")  filed  with  the  Coirraission  a  document  entitled 
"Contract  for  Trans format  ion  and  Delivery  of  Electricity"  (here- 
in the  "(."heeling  Agreement")  dated  July  .20 ,  1979,  between  CPU 
and  the  City  of  St.  George  together  with  a  certain  "Operating 
Agreement"  (herein  the  "Operating  Agreement")  of  even  date 
therewith  between  the  City  of  St.  George.  CPN  and  Utah  Power 
&  Light  Company.   With  the  filing  of  the  agreements  CPN  requested 
the  Commission's  approval  of  the  same.   The  Commission  is 
advised  with  respect  to  the  subject  matter  of  the  Wheeling 
Agreement  having  heard  evidence  pertaining  to  the  matter  in 
prior  rate  cases.   Having  reviewed  the  agreements  and  being 
fully  advised  in  the  premises  and  having  determined  that  this 
is  appropriate  subject  matter  for  its  summary  procedure,  the 
Commission  now  makes  the  following  Findings  of  Fact  and 
Conclusion  together  with  its  Order  based  thereon. 

FINDINGS  OF  FACT 
1.   Over  a  period  of  several  years,  the  Commission 
has  been  concerned  with  issues  concerning  the  extent  to  which 
CPU  should  be  Ellowed  to  recover  costs  and  investment  associated 
with  its  transmission  line  system  from  its  Utah  jurisdictional 
ratepayers.   Cases  Bos.  76-023-04.  77-023-08.  79-023-07  each 
involved  issues  with  respect  to  transmission  line  expense, 
investment  and  revenues  for  rate-making  purpor.es.   The  issue 


arises  because  portions  of  the  capacity  of  CP'I's  transmission 
lines  have  been  used  for  the  wheeling  of  energy  under  a  long- 
term  fixed  rate  contract  with  the  sureitu  of  Keclisntatlon  to 
serve  the  Bureau's  preference  customers.   Reference  is  made  to 
the  Reports  and  Orders  in  the  above  mentioned  cases  for  Lite 
history  of  the  transmission  line  issues  and  the  manner  in  which 
the  Commission  has  decided  such  issues. 

2.   CPN  presently  has  transmission  line  capacity  in 
excess  of  the  requirements  of  its  Utah  jurisdictional  customer-. 
In  Cases  Nos.  77-023-08  and  79-023-07,  the  Co-^iiss  ton' s  Report 
and  Order  required  that  future  agreements  for  wheeling  of 
energy  be  approved  by  the  Commission.   The  Commission  is 
principally  concerned  with  the  duration  and  wheeling  rate  pro- 
vided for  in  future  wheeling  agreements  because  of  the  impact 
of  such  wheeling  commitments  on  the  jurisdictional  rate- 
payers.  Wheeling  should  be  at  compensatory  rates  and  trans- 
mission capacity  should  not  be  committed  to  non-jurisdictional 
customers  for  long  periods  of  time. 

3.   Subsequent  to  the  Commission's  Report  and  Order 
in  77-023-0B,  CrN  undertook  to  wheel  energy  for  the  City  of 
St.  George.   By  letter  dated  June  21.  1979,  CPN  advised  the 
Commission  that  St.  George  City  had  an  immediate  and  urgent 
need  for  the  delivery  of  energy  which  it  had  purchased  from 
Utah  Power  and  Light  Company  and  the  deliveries  of  such  energy 
required  negotiation  of  a  wheeling  agreement  with  CPN.   At 
that  time  negotiations  for  the  wheeling  agreement  were  under 
way  and  because  of  the  immediate  and  urgent  need  for  deliveries 
to  St.  George.  CrN  requested  the  Commission  for  temporary 
emergency  authority  to  wheel  energy  for  St.  George  pending 
completion  of  the  negotiations  and  delivery  of  the  executed 
Wheeling  Agreement.   On  July  30,  1979,  CPN  delivered  the 
Wheeling  Agreement  with  associated  Operating  Agreement  and 
requested  the  Commission's  approval  to  proceed  with  the  trans-, 
action. 


CASE  NO.  79-023-05 


'l.   CPU's  request  for  approval  of  the  Wheeling 
Agreement  was  referred  to  the  Division  of  Public  Utilities  for 
its  recorrsndation.   The  Division  recormended  to  the  Coiraission 
that  the  Wheeling  Agreement  and  Operating  Agreement  be  approved. 
The  Commission  did  not  act  upon  the  recommendation  at  chat  time 
because  of  a  concern  on  the  part  of  one  of  the  Commissioners 
that  approval  of  the  agreements  may  be  construed  as  approval  of 
a  firm  power  contract  between  Utah  Power  and  Light  Company  and 
St.  George  City  contrary  to  the  Commission's  Report  and  Order  in 
an  earlier  Utah  Power  and  Light  rate  case.  Case  No.  78-035-03. 
The  Division  was  asVed  to  study  the  matter  further  nnd  on 
March  25,  1980,  it  submitted  its  further  recommendation  to  the 
Commission  recommending  that  the  Wheeling  Agreement  and  Operating 
Agreement  be  approved  for  a  limited  period  of  time  to  and  including 
July  1,  1982.   The  Division's  recommendation  also  suggested  that 
the  "Resale  Electric  Service  Agreement"  between  Utah  Power  and 
Light  Company  and  St.  George  City  "would  have  to  be  modified  to 
incorporate  the  proposed  time  limitation". 

5.   The  Wheeling  Agreement  by  its  terms  is  to  "remain 
in  effect  through  July  1.  1982   and  thereafter  from  year  to  year; 
provided,  however,  that  after  expiration  of  the  initial  term  .  .  . 
either  party  may  terminate  this  agreement  by  giving  to  the  other 
one  year's  advance  written  notice  of  its  intention  to  do  so'  . 
There  are  sound  reasons  why  the  contract  should  be  for  a  relatively 
short  duration  given  the  fact  that  the  wheeling  is  to  be  at  a 
fixed  rate  and  also  because  present  excess  capacity  may  be 
required  for  future  service  to  CPN's  jurisdictional  customers. 
Also,  we  have  previously  concluded  that  Utah  Power  and  Light 


should  not  enter  into  long  term  firm  cower  sunply  contr; 
r  e  »al^to_nonjur  isd  lotion  aj^cust omers  . 


rts  for 


CAPS  NO.  70-023-05 


6.  The  Wheeling  Agreement  also  provides  that  the 
same  "shall  be  subject  to  such  modifications  as  the  Cd-.nLssion 
or  any  other  regulatory  agency  may  from  t ire-to-t i:^e  ;rake  in 
the  exercise  of  its  jurisdiction".   The  Co::— i.-. ■:.  : or.  ;:.».-.  iWiI?' 
mined  that  the  agreement  for  che  Initial  cere  therein  provided, 
to  wit,  to  and  including  July  1,  1982,  should  be  approved. 
Annual  renewals  of  the  agreement  beyond  chat  period  of  tine 
should  be  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Coimission  recog- 
nizing that  the  wheeling  customer  St.  George  City  will  require 
some  reasonable  advance  notice  with  respect  to  termination  of 
the  Wheeling  Agreement.   The  Commission  on  its  own  motion, 
CFN,  St.  George  City  or  any  other  interested  party  should  be 
allowed  to  institute  proceedings  in  the  matter  to  consider 
whether  or  not  the  Wheeling  Agreement  should  be  terminated 
after  July  1,  1982,  should  the  parties  agree  to  renew  the  same. 
In  other  words ,  the  provisions  for  renewal  of  the  agreement 
should  not  be  binding,  or  enforceable  against  Cr;;  if  the 
Commission  should  determine  in  a  future  proceeding  that  such 
provisions  are  not  in  the  public  interest. 

7.  Nothing  contained  in  this  Report  and  Order  should 
be  construed  as  an  approval  of  any  resale  electric  service 
agreement  which  may  exist  between  Utah  Power  and  Light  C^-yJny 
and  the  City  of  St.  George.   Utah  Tower  and  Light  company  is 
not  before  the  Commission  in  this  case. 

8.  It  is  inappropriate  to  consider  i-  this  case  any 


notification  of  the  electric  service  agreer 


_7.ent  as  recenraended  by  the 


Division.   We  obser 

ever  the  wheeling  Agreemen 


ve  however  that  the  Commission  has  jurisdiction 


t  and  the  Operating  Agreement. 


9.   We  next  consider  the  wheeling  rate  provided  by 
the  Wheeling  Agreement.   The  emission  has  heard  considerable 


CASK  SO.  /'j-023-05 


CO 


evidence  regarding  CPU's  transmission  costs  in  various  hearings 
relating  to  the  company's  transmission  facilities.   In  Case 
No.  77-023-08.  the  Commi  ss)  on '  s  Report  and  Order  directed  CPN 
to  prepare  and  submit  a  study  with  respect  to  its  transmission 
system  including  investment  and  operating  costs  associated  with 
the  system.   A  study  was  submitted  and  hearings  were  held  in 
connection  therewith.   The  Corn-mission  heard  further  evidence 
with  respect  to  transmission  line  investment,  expense  and 
revenues  in  a  subsequent  case.  Case  Ho.  79-023-07.   The  Commission 
finds  that  the  rate  fixed  by  paragraph  10  of  the  Wheeling  Agreement. 
to  wit  $21.67  per  kilowatt  year,  is  a  fair  and  just  rate. 

ID,  The  Operating  Agreement  provides,  among  other 
things,  procedures  for  delivery  of  energy  over  CPN's  transmission 
system.   The  provisions  of  the  agreement  appear  to  be  consistent 
with  the  practice  in  the  industry  and  reasonably  necessary  to 
effectuate  the  terras  of  the  Wheeling  Agreement.   The  performance 
of  the  Operating  Agreement  by  CPN  should  be  approved  in  connec- 
tion with  the  Commission's  approval  of  the  Wheeling  Agreement. 

On  the  basis  of  the  foregoing  findings,  the  Commission 
makes  the  following 

CONCLUSION 

CPN's  application  for  approval  of  the  execution, 
delivery  and  performance  of  the  Wheeling  Agreement  and  Operating 
Agreement  should  be  approved,  effective  as  of  the  date  of  said 
agreements,  subject  to  the  conditions  and  limitation  provided 
for  in  the  foregoing  Findings  of  Fact  and  in  the  Order  herein- 
after set  forth. 

ORDER. 

HOW.  THEREFORE,  IT  IS  HEREBY  ORDERED  AS  FOLLOWS: 
CPN's  execution,  delivery  and  performance  of  the  Wheeling  Agree- 
ment and  the  Operating  Agreement  are  hereby  authorized  and 
approved,  effective  ns  of  the  date  of  said  agreements,  to  wit, 
July  20,  1979,  subject  to  the  following  conditions  and 


c.i.r;n:  t.o.   79-023-05 


limitations:       Either   party    to    the    agreement   may    terminate 
the   agreement    as   provided    for   therein.       In  'the   event   the 
Wheeling  Agreement    is   renewed  beyond  July   1.    1982,    as  provided 
for    therein    (and    in    the    event    of    subsequent    renewals)    CFN   shall 
promptly    report    such    renewal (s)    to    the    Coumiission    together  with 
any  modifications   of   the  wheeling  rate   or  other   term  or  condition 
of  the  Agreement.      The  Commission  retains   jurisdiction  to 
direct   termination  of   the  Wheeling  Agreement  at   any   tine 
following  expiration  of   the    initial    term,    July  1,    1982,    pro- 
vided however   that  no  such   termination   shall  be  ordered  except 
upon  notice   and  hearing.      Proceedings    for    further  hearings   in 
connection  with   the  matter  may  be   instituted  by   the  Co^issioo 
on  its  own  motion;   by  CPN;    by   St.    George;    or  by   any  other 
interested  party.      Nothing   in   this   order   shall  be   construed 
as  approval    of  any  resale   electric   service   agreement  which 
may  exist  between  Utah  Power   and  Light  Company   and   the  City 
of  St.    George. 

DATED  at  Salt  Lake  City,   Utah,    this   9th  day  of  June. 

1SB0. 


/b/  Hilly  O.   Bernard,   Chairman 


(SEAL) 

Attest: 

/a/  David  L.    Stott.   Secretary 


/s/  David  R.    Irvine,  Ccraiiss  loner 

/a/  Brent  H.    Cameron,  Commissioner . 


Northern  Arizona 
Council  of  Governments 
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Mr.   Pob  Zundel 

Bureau  of  land  Management 

Cedar  City,  Utah 


Kane  County  Commission 


June  24,  1980 
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Mr.  David  F.  Everett 

EIS  Team  Leader, 

Allci-V'arncr  Valley  Energy  System 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Cedar  City  District  Office 

1579  i.orth  Kain  Street 

Cedar  City,  Utah  34720 

Dear  Mr.  Everett: 

Vie  have  reviewed  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  which  your 
offic  has  prepared  for  the  proposed  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy 
Svste^i  and  wish  to  offer  the  following  comment: 

"Alternative  *4,  which  calls  for  trucking  of  coal  from  the  Alton 
coal  field  to  the  Warner  powerplant,  may  cause  a  considerable 
-roblerri  for  the  people  living  in  Fredonia  as  the  estimated  154 
truckloads  of  coal  are  moved  daily  through  the  town.  These  heavy 
trucks  can  cause  safety  problems  for  town  residents,  especially 
children.  They  may  also  cause  unwanted  noise,  especially  1f  they 
operate  on  a  24-hour  basis.  Deterioration  of  the  street  surface 
may  also  be  experienced.  For  these  reasons,  we  are  opposed  to 
Alternative  i»4  unless  substantial  mitigating  measures  are  taken. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Christopher  J.  Bavasl 
Executive  Director 


CJB:JSW/dtg 

cc:  Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 
Town  of  Fredonia 

Northern  Arizona  Council,  Flagstaff.  Arizona 

Response  2-1  .  r     . 

These  concerns  are  recognized  1n  Alternative  3  in  the  Summary,  the  Loai 
Transport  System  section  under  Alternative  3  1n  Chapter  2,  and  the  Alton  Coal 
Fields  section  under  Land  Use,  Land  Use  Plans  and  Controls,  Alternative  3  In 
Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 


Dear  K'r.   Zundel: 

In  response  to  vour  telephone  query  today,   the  Ccnrnission's  position  with 
reference  to  a  coal  slurry  for  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Project   is  as 
follows: 

We  are  opposed  to  any  type  of  slurry  line  using  water  from  the 
Alton-Kanab  aquifer  for  moving  the  coal; 

We  will  remain  opposed  until  such  time  as  there  is  an  in-depth 
comprehensive  evaluation  of  the  deep  IrydroJoRy  of  the  area; 

We  will  not  oppose  a  closed  system  of  slurry  line  using  the 
water  that  has  been  ponded  in  the  proximity  of  the     proposed 
JVarner  Valley  Power  Plant. 

It  is  our  hope  that  this  information  will  be  of  assistance  to  you  in 
completing  the  Environmental  Assessment  that  you  are  presently  working 
on  for  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Power  Project. 

Sincerely  yours, 

KANE  COUNTY  COMMISSION 


Bob  Russell, 
Chairman 


Bob  Russell.   Kane  County  Commission 

Response  3-1 

Your  comments  are 
BR/j   decision  making  process 


SPOYour3co™ents  are  noted  1n  the  final  EIS  and  -111  be  consider.*  In  the 
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THE  DAW/fRON  CORP   151  NORTH  MAIN.  ST  GEORGE.  UTAH  84770  (8011  673-9798 

July  15,  1980 


Morgan  Jensen 

District  Manager 

Bureau   of  Land  Management 

P.O.   Box  724 

Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 

Dear  Morgan: 

"i  was  encouraged  by  your  DEIS  on  the  Warner  Valley  Project.   With  alternate 
energy  technology  coning  on  strong,  and  for  the  reasons  the  report  men- 
tioned, I  agree  the  need  is  not  there.   Even  if  it  were,  the  clean  air 
of  Zion,  Bryce,  Pine  Valley,  and  in  fact  all  of  Southwestern  Utah  would 
be  too  great  a  price  to  pay. 

I  am  also  In  favor  of  setting  aside  as  many  areas  as  possible  as  wilderness 
and  privative  designations.   It  is  the  only  way  to  counter  balance  the 
rapid  growth  and  development  we  are  experiencing  in  the  southwest. 

I  hope  you  know  there  are  many  of  us  who  feel  the  B  L  M  is  doing  an  ex- 
cellent job  managing  the  public  lands  and  who  are  totally  against  the  con- 
cepts of  the  "Sagebrush  Rebellion." 

Sincerely, 


4   /£wC/d 
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CLARK  COUNTY  HEALTH  DISTRICT 

P.O  BOX  4426  •  625  SHADOW  LANE  ■  LAS  VEGAS.  NEVADA  8JMO«  •  702  393  l~»< 


A.  Brooks  Pace 


July  17,  1980 

District  Manager 

Cedar  Ci  ty  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.Box  72<* 

Cedar   City.    Utah     8^720 

Subject:      Allen/Warner   Valley   Energy   System  Environmental     Impact    Stater^^t 

Dear  Sir: 

The  Allen  Warner  Valley  EIS  describes  a  proposal  to  construct  a  500  negawatt 
coal-fired  electric  generating  plane  in  Warner  Valley,  Utah,  and  a  2000  mega- 
watt generating  plant  in  Ory  Lake,  Nevada  (Harry  Allen  power  plant).   In 
addition,  five  alternatives  to  this  proposal  are  also  analyzed.   Three  of 
the  alternatives  describe  smaller  power  generating  facilities;  one  describes 
energy  conservation;  and,  one  describes  no  action.   The  proposal  to  build 
the  Harry  Allen  and  Warner  Valley  power  plants  is  being  advanced  by  four 
companies:   Nevada  Power  Company,  Southern  Cal  Edison,  Pacific  Gas  and  Elec- 
tric and  the  City  of  St.  George.   The  initial  generating  capacity  entitle- 
ments of  the  participating  entities  would  be:   Nevada  Power  Company  -  285; 
Southern  Cal  Edison  -  10*45;  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  -  10^5;  City  of  St. 
George  -  125;  total  2500  (megawatts). 

The  Clark  County  Health  District  is  especially  interested  in  the  proposed 
power  plant  for  Dry  Lake,  which  is  approximately  20  miles  northeast  of  down- 
town Las  Vegas.   Our  concerns  involve  the  following  Items  which  will  be  de- 
scr i  bed  i  n  deta  i  I  : 

1)  Increases  in  levels  of  nitrogen  oxides. 

2)  Visibility  impacts  in  the  Las  Vegas  Valley  and  the  Valley  of  Fire. 

3)  Ammonia  emissions  from  the  cooling  towers  serving  the  power  plant 
bolters. 

4)  Secondary  aerosol  generation  as  a  result  of  interaction  of  ammonia 
emissions  and  nitrogen  oxide  emissions. 

5)  Reliability  of  air  pollution  control  equipment. 

The  BLM  has  done  a  commendable  job  In  preparing  this  EIS.   It  is  comprehen- 
sive In  scope,  Includes  many  details  and  yet  Is  not  voluminous. 


A.  Brooks  Pace,  St.  George,  Utah 

Response  4-1 

Your  comments  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making  process. 


Continued  .  . 


CLARK  COUNTY 


NORTH  LAS  VEGAS 


BOULDER   CITV 


HENDERSON 


CLARK  COUNTY  HEALTH  DISTRICT 


District  Hanager,  BLM 
July  17,  I960 
Page  2 


Table  1*3  on  Page  U- 1 1  lists  the  "Estimated  air  quality  Impacts  due  to  emis- 
sions from  the  2000  megawatt  Harry  Allen  power  plant".   Included  in  the 
table  is  an  estimate  for  increments  to  existing  levels  of  several  air  pol- 
lutants.  For  all  pollutants  except  nitrogen  dioxide,  the  increments  are 
calculated  for  short  term  and  annual  sampling  periods.   For  nitrogen  dioxide, 
the  annual  period  is  the  only  time  period  addressed.   We  recommend  that  an 
analysts  also  be  performed  for  a  2^  hour  time  period,  and  to  predict  on  what 
frequency  the  short  term  increments  would  affect  the  Valley  of  Fire  and  Las 
Vegas  Valley.   Also,  will  additional  H0X  levels  intruding, into  the  Las  Vegas 
Valley  affect  levels  of  ozone  in  the  Las  Vegas  Valley  or  aggravate  the  Las  Vegas 
Cloud  (containing  nitrates,  which  are  reaction  products  of  nitrogen  oxides)7 

According  to  the  EIS  report,  the  Harry  Allen  plant  will  Import  approximately 
2*1-5  million  gallons  per  day  of  effluent  from  the  Clark  County  Sanitation 
District's  Advance  Wastewater  Treatment  Plant  (AWT).   At  this  time  the  plant 
Is  not  designed  to  remove  aqueous  ammon  i  um  from  the  influent  to  the  AWT  and 
the  water  being  used  in  the  cooling  towers  may  have  an  ammonium  content  of 
approx inate ly  15  milligrams  per  liter  of  water.   The  Health  District  has 
recently  become  concerned  with  the  use  of  cooling  water  containing  signi- 
ficant anounts  of  a-.non  i  um  because  of  the  possibility  that  ammonia  gas  is 
aerated  into  the  atrrosphere.   Ammonia  gas  can  combine  with  acid  gases,  such 
as  nitric  acid,  to  form  an  aerosol  which  can  degrade  visibility.   This  Is 
being  further  evaluated  by  a  testing  program  at  the  Nevada  Power  Clark  Sta- 
tion In  the  Las  Vegas  Valley.   We  would  like  the  air  quality  assessment  for 
the  Harry  Allen  power  plant  to  include  an  evaluation  of  possible  ammonia 
emissions  and  impacts. 

"it  is  our  understanding  that  the  Harry  Allen  power  plant  will  utilize 
electrostatic  precipitators  and  scrubbing  towers  in  order  to  comply  with 
emission  limits  for  particulate  matter  and  sulfur  dioxide.   Although  scrubbers 
and  precipitators  arc   being  constantly  improved,  they  have  not  yet  achieved  a 
reliability  factor  of  99*;  i.e.,  functioning  properly  99£  of  the  time. 

We  believe  the  EIS  should  evaluate  the  hours  per  year  that  one  or  more  boilers 
In  the  power  plant  Is  operating  and  the  air  pollution  equipment  may  not  be 
functioning  properly.   This  analysis  should  evaluate  the  hours  per  year  of 
visible  emissions  exceeding  20*  opacity  and  of  air  quality  Impacts  on  SO2  and 
particulate  matter  from  equipment  not  functioning  properly. 


Continued 


Clark  County  Health  District,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

Response  5-1 

NO,  concentrations  were  given  for  the  annual  average  only  because  it  is 
the  onfy  period  covered  by  the  NAAQS.  Radian  has  reported  that  maximum 
1-hour  N0x  concentrations  in  the  Las  Vegas  nonattainment  area  from  the  Harry 
Allen  powerplant  could  be  as  high  as  320  ug/m3,  but  the  frequency  of  occur- 
rence was  not  determined.  No  analysis  was  performed  for  NO  level*  in  the 
Valley  of  Fire  State  Park.  x 

Regarding  additional  NO  levels  affecting  0,  levels  in  the  Las  Vegas 
Valley  or  aggravating  the  La's  Vegas  cloud,  Radian  (1980)  investigated  the 
possibility  of  N0x  emissions  from  the  proposed  Harry  Allen  powerplant  causing 
or  contributing  to  violations  of  the  NAAQS  for  0,  in  the  Las  Vegas  nonattain- 
ment area.  As  a  first  step,  Radian  analyzed  thi  probability  of  plume  trans- 
port into  the  nonattainment  area  during  historical  high  0,  episodes.  Of  the 
5  days  from  1975  to  1978  with  0,  concentrations  greater  than  the  NAAQS,  none 
had  northeasterly  winds  long  eriough  to  transport  the  plume  into  Las  Vegas. 
Of  9  additional  days  with  high  0,  concentrations,  although  below  the  NAAQS 
only  1  day  had  winds  which  could  transport  the  Harry  Allen  powerplant  plume 
into  Las  Vegas.  Radian  concluded  "...  it  is  believed  to  be  very  unlikely 
that  the  Harry  Allen  plant  could  cause  or  contribute  to  exceedance  of  the 
NAAQS  for  ozone." 

In  addition,  even  if  the  plume  would  reach  Las  Vegas  on  a  day  of  high  0, 
concentrations,  it  would  be  probable  that  the  plume  would  cause  reduction? 
rather  than  increases  in  0..  concentrations.  Most  of  the  NO  emitted  would  be 
NO,  with  a  much  smaller  amount  of  NO,.  NO  would  cause  reduction  of  0,  to 
bimolecular  0,  by  the  following  reaction:  NO  +  0,  equals  NO,  ♦  0,  ♦  enetgy, 
which  is  a  Spontaneous  reaction.  With  energy  input,  e.g.,  suiTlight,  the 
reverse  reaction,  forming  0,  can  occur,  but  the  forward  reaction  is  dominant 
unless  a  very  high  ratio  or  NO.  to  NO  exists.  Radian  concluded  that  the  NO, 
to  NO  ratio  in  the  Harry  Allen  powerplant  plume  would  be  low  (about  1  to  1) 
when  the  plume  arrived  in  Las  Vegas  and  that  further  conversion  of  NO  to  NO, 
would  decrease  0,  concentrations.  2 

Some  studies  have  shown  that  powerplant  plumes  may  increase  0,  concen- 
trations when  the  ratio  of  non-methane  hydrocarbons  (NMHC)  to  NO  is  high, 
about  8  to  1  or  more.  The  emision  ratio  of  NMHC  to  NO  is  about**  to  1  in 
Clark  County  (the  ratios  are  based  on  number  of  molecules  emitted,  rather 
than  mass  ratios).  Because  the  Harry  Allen  powerplant  would  emit  far  more 
NO  than  NMHC,  the  powerplant  would  decrease  the  ratio  further,  and  it  is 
unTikely  that  the  NMHC  to  NO  ratio  would  be  sufficiently  large  to  enhance  0, 
formation.  The  studies  show  that  when  NMHC  to  NO  ratios  are  less  than  8  to 
1,  Increasing  N0x  concentrations  correspond  to  decreasing  0,  concentrations. 


District  Manager,  BLH 
July  17.  1930 
Page  3 


We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  EI5  and  hope  that  the 
final  e"  can  satisfactorily  address  and  show  a  sufficient  mitiget.on  of  our 
concerns. 

Sincerely, 

CLARK  COUNTY  HEALTH  DISTRICT 


Michael  H.  Naylor,  P.E. 

Di  rector 

Air  Pollution  Control  Division 


Response  5-2  ..■„»;„„  nf  tne  cooling  water,  which  they 

The  applicants  propose  ch1orinat1„°nn.  °f  "Vevent  ammonia  emissions  to 
contend  will  neutralize  the  aqueous  ™™£*g£££**t  16.  1980  in 
the  atmosphere.  As  discussed  a  0T  Nevada  EPa!  BLH.  NPC,  and  others, 
.urtrlef  ^dies^l^  ^1^^' S'and  count,  permits  wou.  be 
issued. 

R6SP°?hee  proposed  pollution  control  equipment  •*  ^  ^A»«n  5«rpl.nt 
would  have'  backup  capacity  in  Case  ^)"*™™Z^™Z™ri*o  be 
ash  control  on-line  continuously  d   "    pwrtvj "■     *  „  tne 

reserve  scrubber  modules  into  which  the  flue  gasses  wou.u  u 
primary  system  should  malfunction. 


ro 
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Alton,  Utah. 
July  13,  1980 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Cedar  City,  Utah 
l>«ar  airt 

I  have  continually  put  off  writing  this  letter  thinking  that  it  would  not  do- 
any  good,  but  **  this  lata  tins  1  decided  to  express  a  few  of  my  thoughts. 

To  begin  with  this  Power  Plant  Project  la  of  great  importance  to  Southern  Utah 
aa  wan  aa  other  areas. .  it  would  build  up  Southern  Utah  mors  than  any  thing  else  that 
baa  ever  taken  place  here,  Be  need  the  employment  it  would  create  as  well  as  the  elect- 
ricity that  we  wouid  continue  to  use  sore  of  as  tine  went  on. 

In  regards  to  the  Strip  Mining  at  Alton  being  unaxtaly  to  the  Bryco  Canyon 
Tourist  1  feel  is  a  very  sonar  objection.  As  fast  as  the  coal  la  token  out  and  the 
earth  replaced  it  omnrl   be  planted  to  interme&date  wheat  grass,  which  does  real  well 
in  that  area  without  irrigation,  making  a  cp-oat  expansion  in  the  cattle  industry  for 
the  Kane  County  cattle  men  that  would  make  mere  income  for  them  as  well  as  mare  tax- 
able property  for  the  County.  This  would  cause  a  muoh  more  pleasing  si^ht  than  the  eage 
brush  and  scrub  trees  that  dominate  this  area. 

As  1  undrrataod  that  the  Warner  Valley  dan  would  store  up  ii-5,000  acre  feet  of 
water  that  could,  be  used  by  the  Washington  County  farmers  whloh  would  sore  than  double 
tha  agriculture  possibilities.  With  the  ollraatei  they  bays  to  go  with  that  much  water  it 
would  be  worth,  a  lot  to  this  area. 

With  the  controls  they  have  on  ooal  burning  plants  there  is  no  worry  of  pollution 
that  would  Interfere  '.the  Zion  Canyon  tourists  or  any  plant  or  animal  life  any  where  near 
the  coal  burning  plant. 

In  regards  to  tha  water  being  used  to  alurry  tha  ooal.  to  tha  plant  1  would  add— 
wise  the  farmers  and  ranchers,,  to  whoa  it  may  concern,  to  measure  their  water  and  after' 
tha  plai-t  was  in  full  opperation  they  find  that  they  are  looaing  soma  of  their  water  l'n 
_sure  they  cculd  be  reimbursed  for  it  or  resuppliad. 

Ye  have  this  large  amount  of  energy  laying  idle  and  there  baa  not  been,  one 
reasanehla  excuse  gives  why  this  important  project  should  not  go  ahead  at  once, 

Tha  axcrircnxentalista  seem  to  be  against  all  progress  no  Batter  what  it  Is  or 
■hare  it  is.  X  can't  eee  what  they  or  any  one  else  stand,  to  gain,  by  blocking  this  project. 
As  long  aa  they  (  tha  Euriromentalista  )  are  allowed  to  rula  our  Constitution  ■•ana 
«*«*"«  te.  n.  car  wrigj*  to  act  for  etar  own  baneftt^la  «a""V'j  l^rJ?£*^>^ 


Ray  J.    Palmer,  Alton,  Utah 

Response  6-1 

As  explained  in  Appendix  6  (Vegetation,  number  2)  in  the  final  EIS, 
revegetation,  if  successful,  would  occur  within  5  years  of  the  cessation  of 
mining  activities  in  a  mined  block.  Areas  could,  however,  remain  barren  for 
a  longer  period  if  rehabilitation  efforts  would  be  unsuccessful.  Refer  to 
the  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  section  under  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the 
final  EIS  for  the  visual  effects  of  the  revegetation  projects. 

Response  6-2 

Alternatives  1  and  3  would  distribute  about  8,000  acre-feet  of  water  for 
agricultural  purposes  (see  tables  2-3  and  2-10  in  the  final  EIS).  This  addi- 
tional water  would  be  used  on  acreage  currently  being  irrigated. 

Response  6-3 

As  discussed  in  the  Air  Quality  sections  of  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS, 
visibility  at  Zion  National  Park  could  be  impaired  by  NO  emissions,  for 
which  there  is  only  limited  control. 

Response  6-4 

Pumping  tests  will  be  conducted  by  UII  for  a  30-day  period  to  determine 
the  effects  of  pumping  on  other  wells  in  the  Navajo  Sandstone  aquifer.  These 
tests  will  be  monitored  and  evaluated  by  the  State  Engineer  of  the  Utah 
Division  of  Water  Rights  prior  to  any  water  rights  actions. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND   MANAGEMENT 

Cedar  City  District  Office 

1579  North  Main  Street 

P.O.  Box  724 

Cedar  City,  Utah   84720 


November  26,  1979 


Dear  Interested  Party: 

Because  of  your  past  interest  in  Nevada  Power  Company's  proposed  Allen- 
Varner  Valley  enercy  systen,  we  are  again  requesting  your  assistance  in 
preparing  the  environmental  impact  statement  on  this  project. 

The  problem  presently  facing  us  is  the  need  to  develop  a  set  of  specific 
enviror-.ontal  standards  to  be  used  in  evaluating  the  proposed  action  and 
the  reasonable  alternatives.  The  set  of  environmental  standards  is 
required  to  provide  Ln  objective  and  publicly  responsive  basis  for 
dolernihing  the  environmentally  preferred  alternative. 

We  have  prepared  a  tentative  set  of  environmental  standards  which  is 
enclosed  for  your  review.  Would  you  please  examine  the  material  and 
make  ar.y  changes  or  additions  you  believe  are  needed.  Please  return  the 
corrected  list  of  environmental  standards  to  our  office  in  the  enclosed 
envelope  by  [IfcUiiUJHr  !■.,  1979.  ""^  16»  1!'ao* 


Thank  you  for  your  assistance. 


Sincerely, 


ACTING  District  Manager 


ALTERNATIVE  EVALUATION  CRITERIA 

To  provide  a  consistent  basis  for  evaluating  the  env'ronnental 
benefits  and  detriments  of  each  alternative  (including  the  proposed 
action),  the  following  evaluation  criteria  have  been  established.  The 
alternative  which  best  meets  the  evaluation  criteria  is  considered  to  be 
the  environmentally  preferred  alternative. 

1.  Meets  the  anticipated  energy  needs  of  the  utility's  service 
areas  consistent  witn  tne  environmental  constraints  given  below. 

2.  Minimizes  disruption  of  existing  land  and  water  uses. 

3.  Complies  with  Federal,  State,  and  local  land  use  plans  and 
controls. 

4.  Preserves  important  historic,  cultural,  and  natural  aspects  of 
our  national  heritage,  including  wilderness  areas. 

5.  Promotes  population  and  economic  growth  in  a  ranner  conpatible 
within  an  area's  or  community's  ability  to  accommodate  the  increased 
growth. 

6.  Minimizes  adverse  impacts  to  air  quality  values,  including 
visibility,  especially  within  mandatory  Class  I  areas. 

7.  Minimizes  adverse  impacts  to  the  quality  of  surface  and  under- 
ground waters. 

8.  Avoids  adverse  impacts  to  officially  listed  threatened  or 
endangered  specie  or  their  habitats. 

9.  Minimizes  adverse  effects  to  existing  scenic  and  aesthetic 
values. 

10.  Minimizes  disturbances  to  wetlands  and  floodplains. 

11.  Minimizes  disruption  to  existing  ecological  systems. 
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Save  Energy  and  You  Serve  America! 
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Mr.  David 'f?£vetvt£ 
Bureau  Of  Land /^avaqememU 
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/S7f  Aart/i  ftkcn 

P.O.Box -7W 

Gec/ar  <2t£yt  OiaAev7CO 

/Dear  Air.  Everett: 

So6ject:  Allen-  U^trner^heyvySysZem  ■ 
Would  life  to ca  on  recprztcry  favor  oftfe  A/Zen -Warner  Eneray 
System,  "ft  nbu/d^eane  oftt? greatest dsre/opments  &d£  eolsdZo.de 

dtprosen £  We na ve  aprad<rtr>  i 


iys&em.  J.Z  M>u/cL ie one of£7jeqr&a.<°e3i>  dew/oprne. 
place  in  the  area.. /Ais aysaas you  ftnow  is  en  very 4ad/y weed of /oawer 
CweAave  apozAin^  Javice  tnasSt-Mv/on  dAc  meters  and^oct" 
Yesent/y  zh? power  oompany  (nstod/ad 'a.  coZout device  on  oar  hv^r/tadeK 
Ittsi  wirfaer &fie  B/ooTnuiaton  area,  was  W<Uiov£ powar  -fir aver  twelve Q :sj 
hours,  ■ntf&mentconcna  the  numerous  oneO)  andtivo (2)4ovr period*  he 
ha.ve  6een  todhauZ' power.  T/ils -Becomes  a  serious  7natter  when  /ausesaxi* 
only  ejuipp&dfor  £/e<dric//cddciq.  /%y4e  hfe  ■Sfno/d Move  A  law  TLdAi 
Mere  //ouzes  Be  Built  "fort?  Areas  MmS. <Suffc.,eri£ fi>wer  Cajindt Ss 

/  noticed ap/toto  <n  Wksfianote-n  (Sourity  Aews  deded  7-/7-80}  showena 

pol/oZom;  STTpfe-frvm  £/>es£xc&  ofMoaoa.  /otrer  /"Avt en d/fdden  VaJ/ey, 

r/zvadajThe  emmeercnq  ojnddestan  tjio-taoes  tnto  the mocbrn potver" 

p/ajlt  today  do  rot 'have  tJiese^mo/dprobfeinS.  With  ife  op  Co  dcutemodern 

ScruhheYZjjyrecipiZoZors  and  recovery  units  that  are  iudt en  tde  f/uepas 

■Systems  today  t*/ie  Gore  ofdhese  unoumt &i>niustd6/es. 

"Zjust  completed  an  aSsionment' as  a.  -Start-up  £natneer  in/3os<bJn,/%tss. 

/ecaiedin  the  heart eftrfzA&diad Area,  fit  dfooffle'ne  Avenoe.  And 

riwnccs  StYevtJs,  th» power p/anTT urns  desicrnodto  ma.4e  efficient Use 

R.J.  Peebles,  Bloominqton,  Utah 

Response  7-1 

The  need  for  electrical  energy  is  discussed  in  the  revised  Purpose  and 
Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS.  However  the 
town  of  Bloonington  is  not  in  the  service  areas  of  any  of  the  AWV  partici- 
pants and  would  not  benefit  from  the  generation  of  electricity  from  the 
system.  ' 
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of  fueled  throat,  heat  recovery  in  t/eprvduciion  anddist>x4cZier,  of 
lis  utilities.  Effects  on  the sc/rroundd 


C/iYouah  use o  (sophisticated der  emission  and; 

eauiynverjl. 


nimized 

ipmenL.  ~ 
Vie  users  are;  Harvard '  l/nt varsity  Affc'/iadrd Wespitd/s  Center  3;tA 
Tsrael  J/osyita/  Stddrens  /Yo^ttuMdtca/denter;  Jos/tn  Cuxieltes 

fZtrnaaiion,  Mew  £"na/avd dkaconess  f&SfxtaJ, 'Sidney  /ir^er  Cancer 
Gcnter,  MssacduseUs  &/&<&  Of  Warmacy  Aid  Afassachse&s  Cof/eos 

Of  Art.  <*-J  /  g 

Wctt  UreeQ)  od fired ioi/ers  aW  V,vo(Z) slfhzm  "duriine  aenertxtorS 
in  service  t4ere,  Zc/edvot seeany po//al'ecrnt  -furthermore  t/jeyarfin 
tie  actmist  of  insZoj/ina  Stxfc)  deisr/enatrie driven  apnerexTLn  at" 
JT°oo  fcU/ each . 

2,flave  spent  aft  77>v /ije  in  the  eonslructdrn  starftap  a.nd operator, 
of pov/er plant's.  And  when  t/ieenvirvnmen'ta.//ist start 'screantinq 
about  visisi/iLy  and  now  ifcwdl hurt  the  environment tn  tdii  area, 
if  t/ieyau'tld  « power y/anS.  'Mcse-famepeoa/e  oto'm>£ 'want- progress 
and  xAcu/dgobcifte  ~the  day*  of  horse  tradma  and Oxned/esMihout 

power,  p/aces  /tAjs  St.Georav  artoi ' fi/oemexajthnj  woo/edsosn  4ei&m& 

oficst"  ten 


wns. 


yiort  Vevytro/y, 


3t//6  /Vu/derry  jOnve, 
B/oomtnqton,  Otad  3</7TO 


&<f.<BJU 


Response  7-2 

For  an  analysis  of  possible  Impacts  to  air  quality,  see  the  Air  Oualitv 
section  under  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS.  Yuamy 
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Vern  Thomas,  St.  George,  Utah 

Response  8-1 

See  Chapter  A,  Alternative  1,  Employment  and  Income  and  Tax  Base  sec- 
tions under  Socioeconomics  in  the  final  EIS.  The  analysis  in  these  sections 
indicates  the  potential  positive  effects  of  the  AWV  project  in  terms  of 
increased  employment  and  income  in  the  area  and  an  expanded  tax  base. 
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Response  8-2 

The  cumulative  regional  impacts  of  such  projects  as  MX  in  combination 
with  the  AWV  project  have  not  been  assessed  in  the  draft  EIS  due  to  insuffi- 
cient data  on  MX  at  this  point,  and  because  of  the  uncertainty  about  the 
basing  mode  that  the  Air  Force  will  ultimately  decide  upon.  The  cumulative 
impacts  will  be  assessed  as  a  part  of  the  MX  EIS  process. 
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Advisory 
Council  On 
Historic 
Preservation 
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1522  K  Street.  NW 
Washington.  DC  20005 


Reply  to: 


Lake  Plain  South.  Suite  616 
44  Union  Boulevard 
Lnkewood.  CO  60220 


July  23,  1900 


Mr.  Morgan  Jensen 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  72*1 

1579  North  Main  Street 

Cedar  City,  Utah   8U720 

Dear  Mr.  Jensen: 

The  Council  has  reviewed  your  draft  environmental  statement  (TES)  for  the 
proposed  Allen-Warner  Energy  Project  in  California,  Nevada,  Utah,  and 
Arizona,  circulated  for  comment  pursuant  to  Section  102{2)(C)  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act.   We  note  that  the  undertaking  will 
affect  the  Honeymoon  Trail,  a  property  included  in  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  as  well  as  numerous  other  properties  potentially  eligible 
for  the  National  Register.  While  it  is  indicated  that  cultural  resource 
surveys  of  some  of  the  project  area  have  begun,  the  DE3  includes  an 
inadequate  discussion  of  cultural  resources.   It  is  also  noted  that 
appendix  15  contains  a  letter  from  the  Council  and  a  Ke-.orandun  of 
Understanding  between  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the  State  of 
California  for  the  Xntermountain  Power  Project  rather  than  the  Allen-Warner 
Energy  Project.  Circulation  of  a  DES,  however,  does  not  fulfill  your 
agency's  responsibilities  under  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  of  1966  (l6  U.S.C.  Sec.  MOf,  as  amended,  90  Stat.  1320). 

Prior  to  the  approval  of  the  expenditure  of  any  Federal  funds  or  prior  to 
the  granting  of  any  license,  permit,  or  other  approval  for  an  undertaking. 
Federal  agencies  must  afford  the  Council  an  opportunity  to  coianent  on  the 
effect  of  the  undertaking  on  properties  included  in  or  eligible  for 
inclusion  in  the  National  Register  in  accordance  with  the  Council's 
regulations,  "Protection  of  Historic  and  Cultural  Properties"  ( 3o  CFR  Part 
800)  (copy  enclosed).   Until  these  requirements  are  met,  the  Council 
considers  the  DES  incomplete  in  its  treatment  of  historical,  archeological , 
architectural,  and  cultural  resources.   You  should  obtain  the  Council's 
substantive  comments  through  the  process  outlined  in  36  CFR  Section  800-9- 
These  comments  should  then  be  incorporated  into  any  subsequent  documents 
prepared  to  meet  requirements  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act. 
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Page  2 

Mr.  Morgan  Jensen 
Hurricane  Canal,  Et.Al. 
July  23,  I960 


Ms.  Karjorie  Ingle  may  be  contacted  at  (303)  231*-1+9*»6\  «■  rIS   n™oer,  for 

further  assistance. 


® 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEPEBAL  AVIATION  AOMINISI8A1ION 


lOCKY  MOUNTAIN  RtGION 
IM1»  Mil  :v-  i-l"*i 

AU*0«a  C0«O<«I>J  *30'0 


Sincerely, 


CO 


Chief  /-JTestern  Division 
of  Project  Review 

Enclosure 


Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  Lakewood,  Colorado 

Response  9-1 

In  compliance  with  36  CFR,  Part  800,  BLM  has  developed  Cultural  Resource 
Memorandums  of  Understanding  for  the  AWV  EIS  with  the  States  of  Arizona, 
California,  Nevada,  and  Utah  (Appendix  16).  The  Memorandum  of  Understanding 
with  the  State  of  California  for  the  AWV  EIS  will  replace  the  Intermountain 
Power  Project  Memorandum  which  was  previously  included  in  Appendix  16. 

BLM  agrees  that  circulation  of  a  draft  and  final  EIS  does  not  fulfill 
the  agencies'  responsibilities  under  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act.  Prior  to  approval  of  expenditures  or  the  granting  of 
licenses  or  permits,  BLM  will  provide  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Pre- 
servation an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  effect  of  the  undertaking  on 
properties  included  in  or  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  as 
per  the  Council's  resolutions  (36  CFR  Part  800)  and  in  accordance  with  the 
AWV  action  plan  for  compliance  with  Advisory  Council  procedures  for  protec- 
tion of  historic  and  cultural  resources.  The  action  plan  is  included  in 
Appendix  9. 


July  21,  1980 

District  Manager 

Cedar  City  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  721 

Cedar  City,  Utah  81720 

Daar  Sir: 

We  have  reviewed  your  draft  environmental  impact  statement  (DEIS)  on 
the  Utah  section  of  the  proposed  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  and 
do  not  anticipate  any  impact  on  aviation  or  its  activities.  However, 
this  review  does  not  relieve  the  energy  system  proponents  of  their 
responsibility  to  file  FAA  Form  7160-1,  Notice  of  Proposed  Construction 
or  alteration,  before  beginning  project  construction. 

Our  Los  Angeles  Regional  Office  will  comment  on  the  Arizona,  California 
and  Nevada  portions  of  the  DEIS. 

Please  change  our  address  from: 

Rocky  Mountain  Region  FAA 

P.O.  Box  7213 

Denver,  Colorado  80207 

to: 

Director,  Rocky  Mountain  Region 
Federal  Aviation  Administration 
10155  E.  25th  Avenue 
Aurora,  Colorado  80010 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  DEIS  on  your  proposed  project. 
Sincarely, 

FRED  H.   JAEGERr-drA 

Chief,  Planning  and  Appraisal  Staff 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Response  10-1 

The  fact  that  the  energy  system  proponents  must  comply  with  FAA  regula- 
tions 1s  included  in  Appendix  5,  Actions  Required  to  Authorize  the  Appli- 
cants' Proposed  Project  and  Reasonable  Alternatives  of  the  final  EIS. 


DEPARTMENT   OF   THE   ARMY 

LOS  ANGELES  DISTRICT.  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
P.  O.   SOX   27*  I 

LOS  ANGELES.  CALIFORNIA  OOOS3 
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29  July    1980 


District   Manager 

Doited    States   Department   of    the    Interior 

Cedar    City   District 

Bureau   of    Land    Itanagenent 

P.    0.    Box    724 

Cedar  City,  Utah   84720 


Dear  Sir: 

This   Is  In  response   to  a  letter   from  your   office  dated   23  June    1930  which 
requested    review  and    conmcnts    on    the    Draft    Environmental     Impact    Statement 
(DEIS)    for   the   proposed  Allen-Warner   Valley  Energy  System   In  Utah,   Arizona, 
Hc-va-Ja    and    California. 

The  proposed  plan  does  not  conflict  with  existing  or   authorized  plans  of   the 
Corps   of    Engineers,    I^jfl   Angles   Dlatrlct.      We    have   no   comments   on    the    DEIR.      We 
suggest   that  you  contact  our   Sacramento  District  Office   for  possible  additional 
review  since   a   large   part  of   the   proposed   project   falls  within  Its  geographi- 
cal   confines- 
Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this  document* 

Sincerely, 


Vfo— ■ 


ORMAN  ARNO 
tef.  Engineering  Division 


Army  Corp  of  Engineers 

Response  11-1 

The  Sacramento  District  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has  been  contacted  and 
their  comments  are  incorporated  Into  the  revised  Wetlands  and  Floodplains 
section.  Water  Resources,  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  In  the  final  EIS. 


® 


G.  0.  MacDouald.  Ill 

-Registered    Professional    Engineer- 

2<l  KmilhMitlU.M 

*"ni;irril\.  I  tahXRSI 

Trtr|l4umr  "»w;-?  X"J 

August  1,  1?80 


District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  Office 

Cedar  City  District  Office 

P.  0.  Box  72li 

Cedar  City,     Utah         8Jj720 


Gear  Sin  Allen  -  Warner  Valley  Po  wer  Project 

Hy  comments  on  the  subject  project  are  as  follows. 

LMost  of  the  coal  in  the  Alton  coal  field  associated  vith 
this  project  can  and  should  be  mined  by  open  pit  strip  mining 
methods.     This  provides  for  maximum  recovery  of  this  valuable 
material, 

I  am  categorically  opposed  to  any  attempt  to  slurry 
this  coal  from  Alton  to  Warner  Valley  in  Washington  County,   Utah. 
Any  water  in  this  area  should  be  used  locally. 

lou  have  on  file  in  your  Kanab  Office  a  copy  of  ray  letter 
dated  February  2,  I98O  to  the  B.  L.  M.  Office  in  Denver,   Colorado 

I   5"^*"  *2  thls  8Ub-)ect  md  nilng  No.2555,  expressing  more  in 
|_detall  my  feelings  on  this  project. 

Sincerely  yours, 


,r- 
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G.D.  McDonald.  Cedar  City.  Utah 

Response  12-1 

Your  view  on  this  matter  will  be  considered  1n  the  decision  Baking 
proces  s . 

Response  12-2 

Refer  to  your  letter  dated  February  2,  1980  and  Responses  12-3  through 
12-5  below. 


G.  0.  MacDimakl.  Ill 

-Rtgiitcred    I'rolci  lioxial    [nginttr- 
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Fabraary  2,  10C0 


Cr.itei  St.--:-=  Eepnrtr.ent  of  tin  Interior 
Office   cf  Surfaco  !:inin~  -  ne;;ionul  Dirootor 
rort  Office  vuLldinr;  Tloesi  270 
Denver,   Colorado  0C2O2 

D.-or  Siri  FILIIT,  »?2SS5 

Thank  you  for  your  lottcr  dated  January  IS,   19C0  presenting  tho 
problcrs    involved  v.ith  possible  surrr.cn   coal  inininr,  activities   in  tin  Alton- 
Hryie  c«jw  nr-(o.     I  i.jipriiclnt'j   tho   osportuaity  to  [i/irticirato   in  tlio  petition 
process.      Ir.-.ediatcly  to  tho  Best   of  the   proposed  minim',  nren,    I   and  lay   immediate 
fc-ily  a:n  lend  in  Sections    U,   17,   20,    21,    20,   29,   nnd  33,  T-30-S,   U-G-fl. 
I  vrould   eor-ent  on  the  petition  0.3    follc'si 


O 


:inir.r 


Coil 
Haul  i 


I  -./as  torn  end  raised   in  Kane   county  and  an  very  familiar  with  the    coal 
lanis    involved.     Also,  r.y  professional   experience   has    included  sorco   30 
years   in  epen  pit  ninir.r;  operations.     The   ground  proposed  for  surfaco 
coal  nir.ir.r,  ia' very  ndapt-.'le  to  that   tyr.o   operation.     Surfaco  r.inin.- 
a'..euld  he  used  ..hurevcr  possible   in  order  to  secure   mxiwn  coal  recovery. 
I   do  not    feel  that   such  ir.inin-  Kill   detract   fron  or  adversely   affect   tlio 
Dixio  rcticnal  Forest   and  Bryco   Cn-r/cn  rational  rark.      Rec::n::r.l>lo   recltma- 
tica  efforts  end  a  little  tiire   alt-ir  r.inin.-  v.ill  ;  rovide  hef-.cr     land  for 
fmrniw,   livjstocle  cn-i  viildlifo.     Tho   onnoa.ranco   of  tho  terrain  after  this 
is   done  v;ould  be   an  irorovenent   ovor  v.hat   exists   at    tho  present  time. 

I  have  -cter  ri-hts   in  the  headwaters   of  the  Kar.sb  Crock  draina-.e  end  the 
East  Fo.-l:  of  the  Virrin  niver.     These  voters   arc    from  springs   that   surface 
in  rtost   cases   above  the  present  elevation  of  the    cool    fields.      I  doubt 
th^t  surface  r.inin^  activities  would  affect  thoso   sprinrcs,   but   sustained 
pu.;nin';  of  lar'o   volu.,.03   of  water  fron  deep  v.'ells   poses    a  real  threat   to 
ur.iler.-rourid  Hater  channels  and  aquifers  that  ir.-y  feed  those   springs.     Tho 
ra-nitudo   of  any  dans,-;©  in  this  respect   cannot  be  accurately  forocast  nor 
estimated, 

Tho  lar,',o  volur-e  of  water  required  for  a  coal  slurry  punp  line   is  solely 
for     the  convenience  end  benefit   of  tho  V.'arner  Valley  pov.cr  plant  near 
Ut.  ccor:;o,  Utah.     It  scerrs   inevitable  that  the  r.assivo  tonnu^o   of  coal 
in  -.:ar.o  county  v.ill  bo  hnulod  fron  tho  min-is  by  railroad.     The    first   log 
of  such  a  n-ilre-.i  could  'a   Kto3tri:i'it<\  to  h:.ul    the   coal    for  this  p-".T 
plant.     Coal   Lurnimj  locucocivas  could  be  used.     In  any  ovent,   a  slurry 
pturp  lino   is  not  o  mist   in  mining  or  novinr,  the   coal.     I  intend  to 
rigorously  protest  any  drilling  and  pumping  of  wells   for  this  purpose. 

I  will  approcinto  being  kept   informed  in  this  regard. 

Sincorely  yours, 
V 


cc-  3.L.!'.      Konah  Honourco  Arou  lloedqunrtaro 


Response  12-3 

The  potential  Impacts  to  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park  are  addressed  in  the 
Alton  Coal  Lease  Area  section,  Recreation  and  Aesthetics,  Chapter  4  of  the 
final  EIS. 

Response  12-4 

While  exact  impacts  to  water  resources  that  could  result  froa  the  pro- 
posed project  1n  the  Alton  coal  lease  area  are  unknown,  potential  impacts 
that  could  result  are  addressed  in  the  Ground  Water  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry 
section  under  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 

Response  12-5 

Several  studies,  Including  the  Kaiparowits  Coal  Development  and  Trans- 
portation Study  (USD I,  1980)  have  been  completed  wfiTES  evaluate  coal  trans- 
portation from  the  Alton  lease  area.  These  studies  are  referenced  1n  the 
final  EIS  In  the  Scoping  Process  section  of  Chapter  2. 
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Spencer  Esplin,  St.  George,  Utah 

Response  13-1 

The  project  as  proposed  would  increase  water  in  the  Warner  Valley  area; 
however,  the  diversions  necessary  to  operate  the  Warner  Valley  reservoir 
would  reduce  stream  flows  in  the  Virgin  River  and  jeopardize  the  continued 
existence  of  the  woundfin  minnow.  Waterfowl  and  wildlife  species  living  in 
the  immediate  Warner  Valley  area  would  primarily  benefit  due  to  increased 
surface  water. 

Adverse  Impacts  to  the  dwarf  bearclaw  poppy  (Arctomecon  huailis;  an 
endangered  plant  species)  would  occur  as  a  result  of  water  seepage  through 
the  geologic  formation  in  the  Warner  Ridge,  resulting  in  »or«  aoisture  in 
this  habitat. 
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U.   S.   Department  of  Interior 
Bureau  of  Lane*  I'ana.Tenent 
Cedar  City  District  Office 
P.O.Box  724,   Cedar  City,   Utah  64720 

Attention:      !.'r.   David  F.  Everett,   EIS  Tean  Leader 
Allen  -  Warner  Valley  Energy  System 

Dear  Ur,  Everett: 

The  following  cc--ents  are  resractfully  submitted  to  be  in- 
eluded  5n  the    final  envircrr-r.tal  Inpact   statement  to  be   issued   on  the 
Allen-'.Varr.er  Valley  Energy  System, 

1)      Page  3-2,   l-'.lne-al   Deyelcr.rent 

It  the  end  of  the   fifth  sentence   in  this  paragraph,    the   fol- 
lowing should  be   ad^-d. 

Public  Lar.d  Order  ?4036  was   issued   in  the   1960's   for  the  U.S. 
Bureau  of  Reclamation' s  Dixie  Project  ^hich  rrithdrew  several 
thousand   acres   of  Bureau   of  Land  I.'anager.ent   property   located 
in  the   .70rnsr  Valley  area  frcm  further  mineral  prospecting 
end  nlnlnj^  explora'.lr-n  end  dovelcp.-ent  activities.      TL0 
#4036  has  not  been  rescinded  to  date,   althourh  the  Dixie 
Project  Was  discontinued  by  the   pureau  of  Reclamation  in 
1973.     This  fLO  has  restricted   all   mining  development,  nnd 
exploration  activities  en  the  '.Varner  Valley  Federal  and  Stat* 
lnnds.      A  letter  request   .vac  la.-»ued   to  the   Fill!  (Jack  D.   Sim 
let'er  of  17  Dec.   1977)   requesting  prrapt  action  to  rescind 
_thi3  PLO,   but  no  action  was  Won  in  response  to  this  letter. 

*2)     Pa-»  3-2,   I'in-r.-l  Dovelo-^-nt 
Sentence   six  shcald  b;  deleted  in  its  entirety  and  the 
follov/lng  sentences  inserted. 

Other  rir.ercls  of  econr-ic  value  existing  on  the  Warner  Valley 
Utah  State  Lea';-   are:      1,'ickel,    Iron,  Tungsten,    Aluminum,  f.'an- 
ga-.ese,  Titanium,   Chroniun,  Cobalt  and  Cold.     These  metals, 
other  than  the   Gold  and  Iron  are   strategics  minerals  considered 
critical   fcr  the  U.S.    Aerospace   Industry.      Such  critical 
raterlals  are  90  to  1CQ3  inported  due   to  shortapes  existing 
in  the   Jnited  State s(Dcnald  E.    Fink  -  Availability  of  Strate- 
gic laterials  -  Aviation  '.Veek  and   Space  Technology  -  5  Day 
1930).     Growing  d-'-nti  over  U.S.   dependence  on  imported 
strategic  materials  for  its  aerospace  industrv  is  focusing 
attention  on  the  need  to  enhance  the  national  defense  stock- 
pile  and  to  Bti-ulste  development  of  alternate  domestlo 
supplies  where  they  are  knom  to  exist,    such  as  in  Warner 
Valley.     Of  10  critical  materials  listed  in  the  publication 
citfld,  7  are  known  to  exist  on  the  Uarner  Valley  Utah  Stata 
Lease  property. 


® 
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3)     Page  4-3,  l-ityals  Develoorent 

At  the  end  of  sentence    three,   add   the    following: 

PLO  #4036  was  issued  in  the  1960's  which  withdrew  thesa 

BLM  lands  fro-a  further  mineral  prospecting,    exploration 

and  mining  development  activities. 

Yours  Sincerely, 


4*ub. 


Jack  D.  Sim 
271  So.  1000  E. 
Bountiful,  Utah  84010 
Phono  801  292  0302 


Jack  D,  Sim,  Bountiful,  Utah 

Response  14-1 

BLM  is  processing  the  revocation  request  from  Jack  0.  Sim  (December  17. 
1977).  Final  action  concerning  the  revocation  of  the  withdrawal  would  com 
from  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

Response  14-2 

Nickel,  iron,  tungsten,  etc.  are  not  known  to  occur  in  economic  quan- 
tities in  Warner  Valley.  However,  prior  to  construction  of  the  Warner  Valley 
water  project,  a  detailed  evaluation  of  the  affected  land  would  be  necessary 
to  determine  its  mineral  value. 

Response  14-3 

Public  Land  Order  4036,  a  first  form  reclamation  withdrawal  issued  June 
6,  1966,  closed  28,787.03  acres  to  mineral  entry  and  location  as  of  the 
effective  date  of  the  withdrawal.  The  withdrawal  did  not  affect  valid  exist- 
ing rights  established  prior  to  its  effective  date.  Therefore,  mining  activ- 
ities, including  prospecting,  exploration,  and  development  on  the  withdrawn 
lands  could  continue  on  valid  mining  claims,  located  prior  to  June  6,  1966. 
The  Washington  County  Recorder's  Office  has  on  file  more  than  400  location 
notices  for  mining  claims  located  in  the  Warner  Valley  area  prior  to  1966, 
However,  exploration  activities  in  the  Warner  Valley  area  have  been  minor. 
This  suggests  that  the  mineral  values  rather  than  the  withdrawal  had  the 
dominant  effect  on  mining  activities  on  the  subject  lands. 
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Box  219 

Hurricane  Utah 
August  2  1980 
District  Manager  of  B.L.M. 
Dear  Manager: 

Warner  Plant  Development  would  be  a  dlstructlve  plan 
for  Utah,   Wyoming  Srldger  Plant  has  proved  this  by  destroy- 
ing thousands  of  acres  of  graze  and  vegetation  land  and  food 
and  water  resource  for  animals.   Brldger  Plant  has  about  25 
lore  years  to  operate  and  In  10  years  destroyed  Wyoming  land. 
Why  does  Utah  have  to  take  the  pollution  and  destruction  of 
our  reeouces  when  use  of  existing  California  Nuclear  Plants 
that  give  off  no  air  pollution,  when  allowed  to  run  Indefinit- 
ely. 

The  cajority  of  people  In  California  seem  to  be  allow- 
ing a  distinction  of  thousands  of  acres  by  this  minority  Cult 
group  by  Keeping  their  California  Nuclear  Plant  Trom  generat- 
ing all  their  power  needs.  Why  allowed  Utah  by  a  minority  to 
destroy  our  resourses  and  pollution  Is  beyond  understanding. 


Slncerely/ 

Eva  Mae  Port 


for 


Eva  Hae  Post,  Hurricane.  Utah 

Response  15-1 

Your  concerns  are  recognized  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision 
process.  Discussion  relating  to  your  comment  is  located  in  the  Purpose  and 
Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS. 
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R.W.  HUBBARD 

Box216.KonBb.UtHh  64741   U.S.A. 
Telephone:  (BOD  644-5300 

August    4,1990 


District   Manager 

Cedar  Citv  District 

Bureau  of  Land   Management 

P.O.  Box  724 

Cedar  City,  Utah  94720 

Gentlemen: 

After  studying  the  draft  EIS  and  attending  the 
recent  meeting  held  In  Kanab  on  the  Allen-Warner  Valley 
Energy  Svstem.lt  is  apparent  to  me  that  the  City  of  St. 
George  has  not  shown  that  their  water  or  power  needs  are 
sufficient  to  lustlfy  the  Warner  Valley  corer  plant.  This 
would  mean  eliminating  alternates  1,2  and  3  from  consideration. 

My  reasons  are  as  follows: 

Tr'ntor  Uriap.e- 

Tablo  #2-1  shows  22.69  acre  feet  of  w^ter  pumped 
from  Alton  through  both  slurry  lines  per  day.  Based  on  > 
3*0  day  vear  this  would  amount  to  8168  -.ere  feet  per  year. 
Table  A'2-5  indicates  13.23  acre  Teet  of  water  needed  for 
only  the  Allen  slurrv  line.  On  an  annual  (360  days)  basis 
this  would  amount  to  6562  acre  feet. 

The  1606  acre  feet  difference  between  the  two  » 
represents  the  slurry  water  delivered  to  the  Earner  Valley 
project.  This  equates  to  service  for  4480  people. (800 
gallons  per  Jay  with  2.5  reorle  per  hookuu.) 

Table  22  shows  a  current  Vjashington  County 
population  of  21,384  and  the  estimate  that  by  the  conclusion 
of' the  project  in  2020  this  will  have  grown  to  49,776. 
This  is  still  24,329  short  of  the  estimated  73,10o  people 
(EIS  pg  1-3)  the  Warner  Valley  water  project  could  serve 
at  its  full  potential  of  26,200  acre  feet. 

These  facts  show  that  not  only  will  the  slurry 
water  not  be  needed  but  there  will  be  an  excess  during 
the  project  of  six  times  the  amount  of  the  slurry. The 
operators  of  the  Warner  Valley  power  plent( assuming  it 
is  built)  could  easily  withdraw  the  1606  acre  *••*/*«■ 
the  Virgin  Hlver  diversion  without  affecting  any  of  the 
other  weter  commitments.  _„_      «„«.  rw>_ 

The  Allen  Plant  will  redeye  6562  aore  feet  from 
the  Alton  Navajo  formation  through  the  23"  slurry  "na- 
This  represent  18«  of  the  water  needed  to  operate  the  plant. 
2  lndlortSd  in  alternate  4  the  full  31.000,000  gallons 
.,.  dBT  is  available  from  the  Clark  County  A.'.T  plant. 
?nla  woula  therefor,  negate  the  need  to  reelev.  «ny  water 
I  from  Alton, 


R.W.  HUBBARD 

Box216,  Kanob,  Utoh  84741   U.S.A. 
Telephone:  (801 )  644-5300 

(2) 
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The  citizens  of  St.  George  would  do  well  to  practice 
water  conservation.  A  common  slEht  In  the  city  is  water 
runnine  do™  the  gutters  as  ceor-le  overlrrigate  their  yards 
and  gardens  -Vatering  lawns  every  second  or  third  day  rather 
than  every  4-t  as  is  now  the  practice  would  cut  consumption, 
considerably.  The  availabilityof  unlimited  water  would 
even  further  encournge  wastefullness. 

Electric  Power  Usage 

If  there  is  no  need  for  the  slurry  water  there  is 
even  less  need  for  the  "'arner  Valley  power  riant.  A  number 
lr   very  ROod  alternatives -to  buildine  the  plant  are  available. 

(1)  Continue  to  buy  rioter  from  TJPf-L  or  join  the 
Southwest  Federation.  It  is  inconceivable  to  believe, as 
1'r  '.'clrthur  the  St.  C-eoree  Utilities  Director  states,  that 
Th»  U>»-i  "ublic  Service  Coaraisaion  would  not  acnrove  long 
tern  contracts  between  the  city  and  tt?*l.  This  is  particularly 
ouest' enable  durinc  this  time  when  T1P&I,  is  desperately 
tryln?  to  buy  the  California  Pacific  distribution  system 
in'  Southern  Utah. It  would  be  a  simole  matter  for  UPirL  to 
run  Cl-Pac  lines  from  Fredonia.Arlz.  or  Cedar  City  to  St. 

<5e0r*5'  It  was  recently  announced  that  OT&t  had  purchased 
?5<  of  the  IP?  output  7,-hich  will  be  available  in  1986. This 
would  be'  when  the  •.arner  Valley  plant  is  scheduled  to  come 
on  strews.  The  IF?  power  should  be  more  than  adequate  to 
iprvlce  St.  Georre  and  surrounding  communities. 

(2   AS  mentioned  in  the  EIS, .power  can  be  obtained 
directly  from  the  IPK.  This  would  be  particularly  desirable 
if  the  nam  transmission  lines  ran  near  St.  George  on  their 

way  to   ?3jjJrJltJpo|lte  4  l3  gelected  and  the  Allen  olant 
is  built  then, with  some  rearresting  of  rower  distribution, 
St   Georee  could  obtain  oower  from  NPL's  Keld  Gardnerplant 
located  at  Olendale  ,!lev.  The  distance  between  the  two  _.. 
locations  is  only  50  miles. 

(4)  St.  Georre  has  almost  350  days  per  year  with 
sufficient  sunshine  to  heat  domestic  hot  weter.  Since  domestio 
hot  water  accounts  for  20  to  30  percent  of  the  a7|r°«e 
electric  bill,  considerable  savings  in  cower  could  be  had 
with  relatively  slmole  installation.  Financial  assistance 
could  be  orovided  by  the  citv  to  supplement  the  existing 
state  and  federal  tax  write  offs. 

General  Comments 

■me  1980  peak  power  comsumptlon  by  St.  George  and 


R.W.  Hubbard,  Kanab,  Utah 

Response  16-1 

The  figures  used  in  your  analysis  have  been  revised  as  shown  in  table  6 
of  Appendix  11  in  the  final  EIS.  The  ground  water  that  would  be  pumped  from 
the  Alton  area  would  have  the  primary  purpose  of  transporting  the  coal  to  the 
proposed  powerplants.  It  would  be  used  secondarily  for  cooling  purposes. 
However,  this  water  is  not  essential  for  cooling  purposes  since  the  Warner 
Valley  water  project  and  the  Las  Vegas  AWT  can  supply  all  cooling  >.ater 
required.  At  this  time,  the  feasibility  of  a  coal  slurry  water  return  system 
is  unknown. 

Response  16-2 

In  reference  to  points  (1)  and  (2),  alternatives  of  power  allocation  for 
the  city  of  St.  George  are  discussed  in  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed 
Project  section  in  Chapter  1  and  under  Alternative  6  in  Chapter  4  of  the 
final  EIS. 

In  reference  to  point  (3),  power  redistribution  may  be  feasible,  however, 
all  of  the  capacity  now  generated  by  the  Reid  Gardner  powerplant  as  well  as 
that  to  be  generated  by  Unit  Number  4  (under  construction)  has  been  allocated. 

In  reference  to  (4),  refer  to  the  discussion  of  Alternative  S  (Energy 
Conservation  and  the  Development  of  Alternative  Resources)  in  Chapters  2,  3, 
and  4  in  the  final  EIS. 


R.W.HU3SARD 

Box216.  Kanab,  Utoh  84/41   U.S.A. 
Telephone:  (BOD  644-5300 

(3) 
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surrounding  corn-vanities  was  32  WW.  Ey  E000  it  is  estimated 
to  be  48  ,r.V.  Assuming  the  same  rate  of  growth  to  the  end 
of  the  project  In  2020  the  peak  newer  needs  would  be  72  WW. 
This  is  barely  half  of  St.  Georees'  share  of  the  ".Varner 
Vallev  riant.  After  40  years  this  would  still  be  only  14% 
of  the  500  "'.7  nlant  and  28«  of  the  250MW  plant. 

This  rrowth.inoidently,  about  equals  the  savings 
available  if  alternate  5  is  chosen.  Because  St.  fJeorce  has 
had  chnsp  power  for  so  lone  the  decision  to  require  conser- 
vation will  be  difficult  politically. 

Operating  a  large  rower  plant  successfully  requires 
skilled  personnel. A  snail  municipality  does  not  have  access 
to  the  callrer  of  people  required  as  would  TTPJ-L  or  IPP. 
As  e  result  there  is  a  preater  chance  the  plant  would  be 
operated  at  less  than  efficient  levels,  be  unsafe  and 
inadvertent  stack  exissions  be  more  frequent. 

Unquestionably  the  main  reason  for  the  Warner  Valley 
plsnt  is  to  sell  Dcwer  th  the  other  participating  utilities. 
This  would  orovlde  St.  George  with  a  revonue  producing 
facility  nhich  could  be  used  as  collateral  for  the  40 
million  dollar  revenue  bond  to  be  sold  to  build  tho  Virgin 
Fiver  Diversion  prolect.  This  hardly  seems  justification 
for  debasing  the  envlornment  in  two  National  Parks  and 
depriving  four  cities  in  Western  Kane  County  of  their  wat<r 
suiop  y.  pleaae  cheok  Table  e_18>  It  appears  the  figures  are 
5  for  a  4000  WW  plant. 


Response  16-3 

Your  comment  is  discussed  in  the  Impacts  of  Major  Concern  section  under 
Alternative  5  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 

Response  16-4 

The  Warner  Valley  powerplant  would  be  operated  by  NPC,  which  has  consid- 
erable experience  in  operating  this  type  of  plant. 

Response  16-5 

Two  separate  coal  sources  (southwestern  Wyoming  and  central  Utah)  are 
considered  for  use  in  the  2,000-HW  Harry  Allen  plant  in  table  2-12.  The 
table  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  clarify  the  two  possible  coal 
sources. 
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7b HA/  S.    M/fZAA/CC 


John  S.  Hazanel,  Denver,  Colorado 

Response  17-1 

Your  views  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  Baking  process. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TR ANSPORTAIION 

HOERAl  AVIATION  ADMIMIS1RAHON 


WESTERN  REGION 

r  0  101  IIM»  W0MDW*r  P0S1M  CWEP 

IDS  MWU3  UliWNl*  MOM 


August  5,  1980 


to 


Mr.  M.S.  Jensen, 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Cedar  City  District  Office 

1579  North  Main 

P.O.  Box  724 

Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 

Dear  Mr  Jensen: 

The  Federal  AvLatlon  Administration,  Western  Regional  Office  has 
completed  the  review  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS)  for  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System. 

tructlon  or 
equlrements 
Ire  filing 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  end  comment  on  the  Draft  (EIS). 


Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Response  18-1 

This  concern  1s  addressed  In  Response  10-1. 
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,i"-  ROYAL  W.  MINK 
j '   Regional  Planning  and 
Appraisal  Officer 
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August  7,  1980 


District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  724 

Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 

Gentlemen: 


Re:   AWV-EIS 


[ 


I  wish  to  take  this  opportunity  to  become  a  part  of  the  record 
since  other  commitments  made  it  impossible  to  attend  the  St.  George 
Hearing. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  inaccurate  statements  in  the  Draft 
concerning  Washington  County/St.  George  population  and  power  needs.  I 
think  both  are  grossly  misrepresented. 

I  have  another  complaint  which  I  have  voiced  several  times,  and 
the  longer  the  thing  drags  on  the  nore  my  contention  is  proved.  Govern- 
ment agencies  deliberately  bait  the  conservationist  sector  of  the  public 
by  rraking  very  prorrinent  in  press  releases  and  studies  the  fact  that  the 
coal  field  is  near  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park,  (see  press  release  attached) 
This,  of  course,  agitates  these  groups  into  action  and  I  think  that  there 
are  factions  in  Government  who  want  this. 

I  am  very  familiar  with  the  area  in  question.   I  was  logging 
superintendent  for  a  timber  company  which  logged  right  up  the  the  West 
boundary  of  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park  in  the  early  1960's.   In  my  two 
years  near  the  park  boundary,  I  did  not  see  one  (1)  person,  tourist  or 
official,  on  the  park  boundary. 

People  do  not  come  to  Bryce  Canyon  to  look  off  toward  Bald  Knoll 
or  the  ccal  mine  area.  I  would  challange  the  rark  Service,  the  BLM,  or 
any  other  agency  to  give  me  the  names  of  12  persons  who  looked  over  the 
Alton  Coal  field  area  from  the  boundaries  of  Bryce  Canyon  Park  prior  to 
1978  when  government  press  releases  began  to  mention  that  the  coal  field 
is  near  the  park. 

Even  since  then,  (1978)  I  think  that  any  list  of  persons  looking 
off  Yovenipa  Point  (your  spelling)  are  predominately  opponents  of  AWV. 

Basic  to  the  question  is  "where  is  the  park  boundary?"  The  reason 
the  park  visitors  do  not  look  on  the  Alton  Coal  Fields  is  that  park  boundar- 
ies were  created  to  provide  a  buffer  between  park  areas  of  significance 


page  2 

and  the  outside  world.  Now  the  environmental  groups  want  the  boundaries 
to  include  all  of  Southern  Utah  -  lock  up  the  resources  forever  and  save 
all  the  area  for  those  affluent  to  come  and  back-pack  around  the  area. 
This  is  certainly  not  consistent  with  the  Mutiple  Use  Concept  "best  use 
^or  the  most  people". 

Why  should  we  sit  in  the  united  States  in  an  energy  crisis  sit- 
uation with  huge  energy  deposits  and  stop  every  effort  to  utilize  those 
resources.  Certainly  we  have  the  technology  to  use  the  resources  and 
enjoy  the  beauty  at  the  same  time. 

Sincerely, 

Russell  M.  Wilson 
176  East  600  South 
St.  George,  Utah  84770 

cc:  Senator  Jake  Gam 


Russell  H.  Wilson,  St.  George,  Utah 

Response  19-1 

Population  figures  for  the  project  area  have  been  updated  and  are 
included  in  Appendix  11  of  the  final  EIS.  These  figures  are  based  on  the 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Census  "Preliminary  1980  Census  Figures." 

The  electrical  energy  needs  have  been  adjusted  based  on  these  population 
figures  and  are  discussed  in  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section 
in  Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS. 

Response  19-2 

Yovimpa  Point  is  the  only  place  in  southern  Utah  where  the  vista 
includes  the  Kaiparowits  Plateau,  Navajo  Mountain,  the  Kaibab  Plateau,  the 
Coral  Pink  Sand  Dunes,  Kanab  Canyon,  and  the  Grand  Staircase.  Approximately 
300,000  people  a  year  visit  Yovimpa  Point  to  view  these  scenic  attractions. 
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July   30,    1980 


Division  of 
State  History 

(UTAH  STATE  HISTOWCAt.  SOCIETY) 
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STATE  OF  UTAH 

DEPARTMENT  OE  COMMUNITY  ANO 

ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT 


U6LVIHT  SMITH.  DlfltCTCfl 
XT  WEST  2NO  SOUTH 
SALT  LAKE  CITY.  UTAH  84101 
TELEPHONE  SOU53J-S7W 


RE: 


Mr.  Morgan  Jensen 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  O.  Box  724 

Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 

Allen  Warner  Valley  Energy  System.  Draft  Environmental 

Impact  Statement 

Dear  Mr.  Jensen: 

In  response  to  your  request  for  review  and  in  accordance  "ith_ 
your  responsibility  as  outlined  in  36  CFR  800.4  we  are  happy  to 
consult  with  you  concerning  your  project. 

The  staff  of  the  Utah  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  has 
received  for  comment  and  review  the  draft  impact  statement  on 
the  Allen  Warner  Energy  System.   The  Preservation  Office  wishes 
to  offer  some  specific  as  well  as  general  comments. 

'i      In  table  49   page  4-88,  there  is  a  description  of 
l*      projects  unavotdalbe  impacts.   Only  the  Honeymoon  Trail 
is  mentioned.   It  is  of  concern  that  the  Dominguez- 
Escalante  Trail  also  will  be  impacted  by  the  development 
of  the  liquid  waste  disposal  system  for  the  plant. 

'?  In  the  affected  environment  statement,  page  3-19,  the 

BLM  indicates  that  inventories  are  not  ye t  finished  £ or 
most  areas.   What  kind  of  survey  is  going  to  be  done  in 
these  areas,  and  will  a  professional  historian  or 
architect  be  involved  in  the  surveys? 

"3      On  page  3-19  also,  the  BLM  indicates  that  "A  series  of 

archeological  and  historic  inventories  were  performed  in 
conjunction  with  the  development  of  coal  resources  in 
Central  Utah,  final  environmental  impact  statement  .and 
then  proceeds  to  describe  the  archeological  inventories. 
The  archeological  and  historical  inventories  that  were 
also  completed  during  this  project  appear  to  this  office 
to  be  inadequate. 


1 
{ 


Page  3-21, 


the  BLM  reports  that  the  Slurry  Pipeline 

What  is 


passes  within  a  quarter  mile  of  Fort  Pierce.  W 
the  nature  of  this  pipeline,  is  it  mned  or  ab 
ground?  This  information  would  be  necessary  to 
determine  adverse  impact. 

The  fifth  and  last  specific  comment  is  that  our  agency 
generally  agrees  with  the  opinion  of  the  Advisory 
Council  as  issued  on  July  23,  1980   that  the  draft 
environmental  impact  statement  includes  an  inadequate 
discussion  of  cultural  resources  generally. 

[Generally  our  staff  is  particularly  concerned  that  no  real 
attention  has  been  given  to  the  history  beyond  superficial 
review  of  the  trail!.  Fort  Pierce,  and  the  Hurricane  Canal. 

[Finallv   while  it  appears  that  the  Hurricane  Canal  will  be 
adversely  effected,  there  is  no  discussion  of  alternatives  to 
the  adverse  effect. 

In  the  opinion  of  this  office,  the  draft  environmental  impact 
statement  concerning  cultural  resource  management  is  inadequat 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  concerns  please  contact  Wilson  G 
Martin,  Preservation  Development  Coordinator   5^^01^a°rStat 
James  L.  Dykman,  Compliance  Administrator,  533-6000  Utah  Stat 
Historical  Society,  307  West  200  South,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 
84101. 

Sincerely, 


Melvin  T.  Smith 

Director  and 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

JLD:jr:B340WA 

cc:    Lou  Wall,  Chief,  Western  ^vision  of  Project  Review 

Advisory  Council.  Lake  Plaza  South,  Suite  616,  44  Union 
Blvd.,  Lakewood,  CO   80228 


&«OD«Ton     •     <W<H«»     •     H*«.2P.oan.tfaa     •     OaidSM«»OP. 


Earabalh  Montaflua     •     Thomas  G  Akwandar 
•     EkiabBlhOmWh     •     Wi»amO  Owana 


Division  of  State  History,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

Response  20-1 

The  Dominguez-Escalante  Trail  would  not  be  impacted  because  the  Warner 
Valley  powerplanf.  is  not  a  component  of  Alternative  2. 

Response  20-2 

Refer  to  Appendix  4,  Cultural  Resources,  Item  2  and  Appendix  6,  Cultural 
Resources,  Item  2  in  the  final  EIS  for  the  types  of  inventories  that  will  be 
conducted  and  the  personnel  involved. 

Response  20-3 

The  archaeological  and  historic  inventories  were  done  in  conjunction 
with  the  USGS  Development  of  Coal  Resources  in  Central  Utah  (1979)  final  EIS 
and  are  only  summarized  in  the  AWV  final  EIS. 


1X3 
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Response  20-4 

Two  pipelines  would  be  required  to  transport  coal  in  slurry  form  from 
the  coal  preparation  plant  to  the  two  powerplants.  A  73-mile  long,  12-inch 
diameter  pipeline  would  deliver  coal  to  the  Warner  Valley  powerplant  and  a 
183-mile  long,  22-inch  diameter  pipeline  would  deliver  coal  to  the  Harry 
Allen  powerplant.  Both  pipes  would  be  buried  approximately  3  feet  deep; 
where  the  pipelines  would  run  adjacent  they  would  be  placed  in  the  same  right 
of  way.  Refer  to  Appendix  6  in  the  final  EIS  for  additional  information 
concerning  the  coal  slurry  pipeline. 

Response  20-5 

Your  concern  is  addressed  in  Response  9-1. 


Response  20-6 

An  indepth  history  of  these  areas  would  provide  informational  background 
on  the  site  but  would  not  provide  any  additional  analytical  base.  Section 
1500.4  of  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  Rules  and  Regulations  states 
that  agencies  shall  reduce  excessive  paperwork  by  reducing  the  length  of  EISs 
and  preparing  analytical  rather  than  encyclopedic  EISs.  For  this  reason, 
additional  historical  information  is  not  added  to  the  text. 


Response  20-7 

Alternatives  to  the  adverse  impact  on  the  Hurricane  Diversion  are  pro- 
vided by  Alternatives  2  and  4,  which  do  not  propose  the  Warner  Valley  water 
project  and  associated  water  diversion  structure.  Adverse  Impacts  to  the 
Hurricane  Diversion  would  not  occur  in  these  alternatives. 


I.Ior^un  Jensen 
District  wanager 
BLia 

P.O.  Box  724 
1579  H.  i-.uin  St. 
Cedar  City,  UT  84720 


® 


August  5,  1980 


Dear  Sir, 

I'd  like  to  exoress  ny  complete  opposition  to  the  proposed 
Alton  i.line.   The  strip  r.iine,  which  will  only  be  2-  uiles  iro.~ 
bryco  Canyon's  Yovii.ua  i'oint,  would  adversely  ullect  the  j^rk. 
The  superb  air  quality  would  lessen.   The  blasting  at  the  sine 
could  possibly  harm  the  fragile  lomations  in  bryce;  not  to 
mention  the  nana  done  to  the  solitude  oi  the  parx.   Lie  view 
from  yovir.ipa  point  would  be  totally  ruined.   At  least  for  se 
it  would  be  and,  I'a  sure  1  speak  lor  isasiy  people  0:1  this  point. 
*-    I've  visited  Bryce  Canyon  many  ti:.ies  anu  alter  ±eavii\_:  I've 
always  wanted  to  return.   It's  not  just  tne  spectacular  ^eolo^y 
of  the  park  which  lures  me,  It's  also  the  lon^   unobstructed 
views  and  the  clean,  invigorating  air.  I  leel  that  the  future 
generations  of  Americans  should  see  Bryce  Canyon  as  i   have 
seen  it;  without  the  cor.ipromise  on  Bryce's  quality  that  the 
Alton  i..ine  represents. 

Of  course  wo  need  energy  but  I  hope  you'll  take  into 
account  what's  at  stake  if  an  Alton  Mine  is  uevelo^ed.  So 
please  consider  e.11  alternatives.   I  feel  that  declaring  the 
site  unlit  for  a  strip  raine  due  to  the  uany  enviromien tally 
hazardous  factors  evolving  from  it  is  the  most  prudent  choice. 

Thankyou,  ,  .    . 

Steen  Suitu 

12110  S.a.  95th  PI. 

Renton,  V,A  93055 


Steen  Smith,  Renton,  Washington 

Response  21-1 

Mining  operations  at  the  Alton  coal  lease  area  would  occur  within  4  to  6 
miles  of  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park.  Preliminary  studies  indicate  that 
blasting  at  the  mine  would  have  no  effect  on  the  geological  formations  within 
the  park.  These  same  studies,  however.  Indicate  that  blasting  operations 
would  be  heard  throughout  the  park.  See  Chapter  4,  Alternative  1,  Recreation 
and  Aesthetics,  Alton  Coal  Lease  Area  section  of  the  final  EIS  for  additional 
Information  concerning  blasting,  solitude,  and  the  view  from  Yovimpa  Point. 
Refer  to  the  Air  Quality  section  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in  the 
final  EIS  regarding  air  quality. 
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COMMENTS  OF  FRIENDS  OF  THE  EARTH 
ON  THE  BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT'S 
DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  ON  THE 
ALLEN-WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM 


Prepared  By 


Ronald  Rudolph 
Energy  Coordinator 
August  1,  1980 


GENERAL  COMMENTS 

The  preparation  of  an  environmental  impact  statement  is 
to  insure  that  the  policies  and  goals  of  the  National  Environ- 
mental Policy  Act  are  an  integral  part  at    the  federal  decision- 
making process.   Impact  statements  are  required  to  provide  a 

full  and  fair  discussion  of  environmental 
impacts  and  shall  inform  decisionmakers 
and  the  public  of  the  reasonable  alternatives 
which  would  minimize  adverse  impacts  or  en- 1 
hance  the  quality  of  the  human  environment. 

The  BLM  EIS  team  labored  long  and  hard  to  assemble  an 
impressive  amount  of  material  on  a  very  complex  energy  project. 
The  EIS  is  well  written  and  often  informative  in  many  areas. 
In  particular,  the  EIS  team  presented  an  excellent  analysis  of 
the  Warner  Valley  water  project  and  did  the  best  evaluation  of 
energy  conservation  and  other  energy  alternatives  to  the  project 
that  we  have  ever  seen  in  an  EIS. 

However,  we  must  be  very  critical  of  this  impact  statement.  It 
is  incomplete  and  inadequate.   Its  most  important  deficiency 
is  the  lack  of  crucial  data  which  makes  it  impossible  to  under- 
stand fully  the  environmental  consequences  of  the  proposed 
project  and  of  the  alternatives  to  it. 

Missing  from  or  incompletely  presented  in  the  EIS  are 
impacts  on  the  air  quality,  geologic  resources  and  aesthetic 
qualities  of  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park,  the  possible  extinc- 
tion of  endangered  plant  and  animal  species  by  the  Warner  Valley 


X40  C.F.R.  §1502.1 
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water  project,  possible  reductions  in  water  supplies  due  to 
mining  activities  and  pumping  of  ground  water  for  the  coal 
slurry  pipeline,  and  the  potential  degradation  of  around 
xater  ar.d  surface  v.-ater  from  ground  water  pumping. 

The  cumulative  data  gats  and  unresolved  issues  precludes 
a  comparison  of  the  project  to  the  alternatives  considered 
in  the  draft  and  makes  an  intelligent  choice  among  them  im- 
possible.  This  flaw  strikes  a  stake  through  the  very  "heart" 
of  the  EIS.    It  also  compromises  one  of  the  principle  purposes 
of  the  EIS  —  to  determine  whether  or  not  alternatives  considered 
in  it  and  decisions  based  on  it  will  achieve  the  policy  goals  of 
NEPA . 

By  far  the  greatest  weakness  of  the  EIS  is  the  cursory 
treatment  given  the  Alton  mine.   This  is  not  the  fault  of  the 
EIS  team.   BLM  decided  to  limit  deliberately  the  scope  of  the 
EIS  and  set  arbitrary  deadlines  for  its  completion. 

The  decision  to  limit  the  analysis  in  the  EIS  followed 

closely  on  the  heels  of  Interior's  designation  of  the  Allen- 

„  4 

Warner  Valley   project   as   a   "critical   energy    facility. 

AWV  was    included  on   the   critical   energy   facilities   list   for 


Friends  of  the  Earth,   San  Francisco,   California 

Response  22-1 

Data  from  the  OSM/EPA  air  quality  and  visual  intrusion  study,  the  NPS/ 
OSH  blasting  study,  and  the  USGS/State  of  Utah  report,  "Ground  Water  Condi- 
tions in  the  Upper  Virgin  River  and  Kanab  Creek  Basing  Area,  Utah,  With 
Emphasis  on  the  Navajo  Sandstone"  is  either  incorporated  into  the  final  EIS 
directly  or  by  reference  from  the  OSM  Southern  Utah  Petition  Evaluation  Docu- 
ment (USDI,  1980).  Data  from  the  USFWS  biological  opinion  is  incorporated 
directly  into  the  final  EIS.  When  data  was  incomplete  or  unavailable,  a 
worst-case  analysis  was  performed.  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  contains  a 
discussion  of  impacts  that  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  implementation  of 
Alternative  1.  A  comparison  of  impacts  that  would  result  from  the  various 
alternatives  is  Included  in  table  2-19  of  the  final  EIS. 


240    C.F.R.    §1502.14 


J40   C.F.R.    81502.2(d) 

4The    "Critical    Energy    Facility    Program"    was    established    in 
April,    1979    by    Executive   Order    12129.       The   Department    of    the 
Interior  designated   Allen-Karner  Valley   a  critical   energy 
facility   on   May    21,    1979    in   response    to    a    request    for   desig- 
nations  by    the   Office   of   Management    and    Budget. 


Is3 


reasons  that  rcr.nin  obscure.   There  was  no  documentation  present- 
ed at  the  tir.e  (or  since)  to  show  the  project  met  the  criteria 

5 
of  the  national  critical  energy  facility  program. 

Shortly  after  AKV  ks  put  on  the  list,  the  Director  of  the 
BL".  advised  the  3I.M  Utah  State  Office  that  the  project  "is  of 
the  utrr.ost  importance  to  the  Secretary"  and  despite  "the  prob- 
lems you  face  concerning  manpower...  the  project  must  be  done" 
on  schedule.6   This  decision  seriously  compromised  the  NEPA 
process . 

The  ,-r.ajor  decision  limiting  the  analysis  in  the  EIS  was 
to  not  undertake  a  new  study  of  the  Alton  mine.   Instead,  BLM 
chose  to  use  the  widely  criticized  Alton  evaluation  contained 
in  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey's  environmental  statement,  the 
"Le/c-lof-rr-ent.  of  Coal  Resources  in  Southern  Utah  (SUES)." 

To  its  credit,  the  Utah  BLM  office  recognized  that  the 
Alton  mine,  the  most  controversial  and  potentially  destructive 
co-ponent  of  the  AWV  system,  deserved  a  fresh  examination.   It 
advised  it  was  "questionable"  to  rely  on  the  SUES  and  that  "with- 
out an  acceptable  analysis  of  the  proposed  Alton  coal  development 

7 
there  may  be  no  real  basis  for  comparison"  among  alternatives. 


5Friends  of  the  Earth  submitted  a  Freedom  of  Information  Act 
request  in  August,  1979  to  discover  what  justification  the 
Deaart-en1:  used  for  designating  AWV  a  critical  energy  facility. 
Our  respor.su,  received  in  October,  con-iistuU  of  a  two  [-ajc  let 
ter  from  the  Under  Secretary,  a  few  descriptive  paragraphs  about 
the  project  and  two  sentences  from  an  article  in  National  Parks 
and  Conservation  Association  Magazine.   There  was  no  analysis  to 
show  the  project  could  meet  the  criteria  established  by  OHB. 

6Memo  from  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  State  Director, 
June  13,  1979. 


There  was  :mJ  still  is  general  agreement  that  the  EUES's 
evaluation  of  the  Alton  surface  mine  was  less  than  adequate.* 

g 

EPA  judged  it  as  "seriously  deficient  in  informational  content." 
The  Director  of  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining'and  Enforcement 

and  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  Energy  and 

_9 

Minerals  commented  "we  do  not  believe  it  is  sufficient. 

Ironically,  at  the  insistence  of  the  National  Park  Service,  the 

SUES  contained  the  following  disclaimer: 

this  site  specific  FES  (final  environmental 
statement)  for  the  proposed  Alton  mine  does 
not  fully  analyze  the  potential  visual  impacts 
that  surface  mining  in  the  Alton  coal  field 
would  have  on  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park.'0 

The  extensive  criticism  and  the  express  limitations  of 
the  SUES  were  ignored.  The  BUI  Director  unilaterally  declared 
that  the  Alton  assessment  "adequately  identified  the  major  im- 
pacts resulting  from  the  Alton  strip  mine."  He  directed  the 
Utah  office  to  keep  further  analysis  of  the  surface  mine  "very 
limited"  and  "for  the  underground  mine  portion  of  the  proposal, 

a  broad  brush  general  description  and  analysis  should  be  complet- 
12 


ed . 


This  directive  crippled  BLM's  efforts.   Worse,  it  subvert- 


0 


Impacts  of  underground  mining,  the  source  of  94  million  tons 
over  the  last  33  years  of  the  AWV  project,  were  virtually  ig- 
nored in  the  SUES . 

Letter  from  Alan  Merson,  EPA  Regional  Administrator,  Reaion  VIII, 
to  Mr.  II.  William  :-ie:.ard.  Director,  L"o'3S,  October  30,  '.  •  .  S . 


Memo  from  Director,  OSM  to  Director,  USGS. 

10, 


.1.1 


SUES,  page  A-III-6 

Memo  from  BLM  Director  to  State  Director,  July  20,  1979 


7Memo  from  Utah  State  Director  I  >  BLM  Director,  July  5,  1979. 


12. 


ed  the  entire  NEl'A  process. 

The  identification  of  the  Alton  mine  as  an  area  of  major 
puLlic  concern  was  nade  clearly  evident  through  the  AWV  "scop- 
i.-.-.:"  proco.ij.     A  majority  of  the  issues  identified  --  hydro- 
logical  inpacts,  socioeconon ics,  air  quality,  land  use  impacts, 
Alton  coal  field  impacts  and  aesthetics  —  are  directly  related 
to  the  Alton  mine. 

Despite  the  scoping  results,  BLM  stuck  to  its  earlier  de- 
cision.  The  draft  EIS  stated  "although  scoping  meeting  responses 
urged  an  intensive  evaluation  of  the  Alton  coal  fields,  such  an 
evaluation  is  not  included  in  this  analysis."15    Instead  the 
draft  refers  to  the  discredited  SUES  and  asserts  that  it  "provides 
analyses  of  the  cumulative  and  general  impacts  of  developing... 
the  Alton  coal  fields..."16 

Friends  of  the  Earth  objects  to  incorporating  by  reference 
the  SUES  into  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  EIS  and  the  implication 
that  this  somehow  substitutes  for  an  adequate  assessment  of  the 
Alton  mine.   The  preamble  to  CEQ's  regulations  makes  it  clear 
that  referencing  is  acceptable  only  "when  the  material  is  not  of 
central  importance"  to  the  EIS.17   Moreover,  BLM  made  no  attempt 
to  answer  the  widespread  criticism  of  the  SUES  or  remedy  the 
document's  well  known  deficiencies.   Thus,  contrary  to  Section 
1502.21  of  CEQ  regulations,  we  believe  referencing  will  act  to 


13 


14 


15 


16 


40  C.F.R.  §1501.7 

Allen-Warner  Valley  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS), 
pages  1-5. 

EIS,  p.  1-6. 

"Ibid. 


impede  agency  and  public  review  of  the  proposed  project. 

To  give  the  Alton  mine  short  shrift  in  the  draft  EIS  was 
an  act  of  bad  faith  and  made  the  scoping  process  a  farce.   It 
f>lso  appears  to  violate  CEQ  regulations.   Section  1502.9(a) 
requires  that  "draft  environmental  impact  statements  shall  be 
prepared  in  accordance  with  the  scope  identified  in  the  seeping 
process."   It  is  fair  to  say  this  one  was  not. 

In  response  to  our  criticism,  BLM  may  claim  that  the  vital 
information  was  not  known,  was  incomplete  or  inaccessible  while 
the  EIS  was  being  prepared.   In  such  cases  CEQ  regulations  allow 

for  the  use  of  a  "worst  case  analysis"  to  assess  the  impacts  of 

18 

a  project.     However,  a  worst  case  analysis  based  on  faulty  or 

non-existent  information  does  not  contribute  to  an  understanding 
of  the  alternatives  considered  in  the  EIS  or  provide  a  basis  for 
a  reasoned  decision. 

The  lack  or  inaccessibility  of  certain  data  is  not  a  legi- 
timate rationale  for  restricting  the  scope  of  the  draft  EIS. 
Development  of  much  of  the  missing  information  needed  to  prepare 
adequate  analyses  in  the  EIS  —  air  quality  and  visual  intrusion 
data,  a  blasting  study,  U.S.  Fish  and  wildlife  Service  biological 
opinions  and  assessments  on  the  impacts  of  pumping  ground  water 
for  the  coal  slurry  pipeline  —  was  in  progress  before  the  EIS 
was  released.   These  studies  are  scheduled  to  be  completed  less 
than  three  months  after  the  draft  was  issued.   Unrealistic  in- 
ternal agency  scheduling  led  to  their  exclusion  and  the  rushed 
pace  lies  at  the  root  of  the  EIS's  deficiencies. 
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40  C.F.R.  11502.22 (b) 


17 


Environmental  Law  Reporter,  p.   1602] 


7. 


Ul 


We  suqcjest  BLM  should  have  waited  until  the  essential 
studies  were  completed.   This  would  have  vastly  improved  the  EIS 
and  caused  insignificant  delays. 

CEQ's  regulations  support  our  position.   Section  1502.22(a) 

states : 

if  the  information  relevant  to  adverse  impacts  is 
essential  to  a  reasoned  choice  among  alternatives 
and  is  not  known  and  the  overall  costs  of  ob- 
tain ing  it  arc  not  exorbitant,  the  agency  shall 
include  the  information  in  the  environmental  impact 
statement. 

In  sumary,  we  believe  the  draft  ETS  has  serious  problems 
and  dees  not  meet  the  substantive  requirements  of  CEQ's  NEPA 
regulations.   It: 

--does  not  provide  a  complete  and  objective  discussion  of 
significant  environmental  impacts. 

— does  not  state  how  alternatives  considered  in  it  and  de- 
cisions based  on  it  will  or  will  not  achieve  the  purposes  of 
NEPA.20 

— was  not  prepared  to  reflect  the  concerns  identified  in  the 

21 
scoping  process. 

— has  not  presented  a  comparative  analysis  of  alternatives 

22 
that  can  serve  as  a  basis  for  choosing  among  alternatives. 

— and  inappropriately  used  the  SUES  as  a  substitute  for  a 

meaningful  analysis  of  the  Alton  mine  thus  hindering  public  and 

23 
&r:e:icy   review  of  the  project. 


Response  22-2 

Summaries  with  references  made  to  the  Development  of  Coal  Resources  in 
Southern  Utah  Final  EIS  were  utilized  in  the  preparation  of  the  AWV  draft  EIS 
as  specified  by  a  Washington  Office  directive.  Recent  developments,  includ- 
ing the  filing  of  a  petition  of  unsul tabi 1 i ty  by  opponents  of  coal  develop- 
ment at  Alton,  and  the  resulting  intensive  studies  by  OSM,  NPS,  BLH,  USGS, 
and  UII  which  were  used  as  a  basis  for  the  preparation  of  the  Southern  Utah 
Petition  Evaluation  Document  (USDI,  OSM,  1980),  have  provided  an  updated 
environmental  evaluation  of  the  proposed  coal  mine  development.  This  docu- 
ment is  used  to  summarize  the  environmental  impacts  of  proposed  surface  and 
underground  coal  mining  at  Alton,  with  references  made  to  the  Southern  Utah 
Petition  Evaluation  Document  for  more  detailed  inforMtfon. 


Response  22-3 

Analysis  in  the  final  EIS  is  based  on  the  most  recent  available  informa- 
tion and  all  attempts  have  been  made  to  present  it  in  an  objective  manner. 
The  comparison  of  alternatives  presented  in  table  2-19  of  the  final  EIS  pro- 
vides the  reader  with  a  basis  for  determining  if  the  various  alternatives 
will  achieve  the  purpose  of  NEPA. 

The  issues  identified  in  the  Scoping  Process  section  of  Chapter  1  are 
reflected  in  the  Impacts  of  Major  Concern  section  of  Chapter  4  In  the  final 
EIS.  See  Response  22-2  concerning  the  Development  of  Coal  Resources  in  South- 
ern Utah  final  EIS  document. 
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20 


40  C.F.R.  81502.1,  1502.14(a),  1502.16 
40  C.F.R.  §1502. 2(d) 


21 


22 


§1502. 9(a) 
§1502.14 


23§1502.21 
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Friends  of  the  Earth  believes  the  final  EIS  should  not  be 
released  until  the  substantial  data  gaps  have  been  plugged  and 
eVal«atronS  using  new  information  are  completed.   We  suggest 
tha*  BUM  ir.corpt.rate  sore  recently  completed  and  other  ongoing 
stuc.es  including  the  WS/BUI/OW/EM  air  quality  and  visual 
intrusion  study,  the  HPS/OSM  blasting  study,  the  new  and  revised 
CSra  biological  opinion,  and  the  USGS/State  of  Utah  report 
entitled  "Ground  Water  Conditions  in  the  Upper  Virgin  Rivet  and 
Kanab  Creek  Basins  Area.  Utah,  With  Emphasis  on  the  Navajo  Sand- 
stone." (Hereafter  referred  to  as  the  Cordova  report.) 
:      in  addition,  we  believe  BLM  should  answer  some  questions 
concerns  the  choice  of  the  agency's  preferred  alternative  be- 
fore  issuing  the  final  EIS. 

CEQ  regulat.ons  require  that  agency's  identify  a 

preferred  alternative  or  alternatives   if  one  or 
more  exists,  in  the  draft  statement  and  identify 
Such  alternative  in  the  final  statement  unless 
another  law  prohibits  the  expression  of  such  a 
preference.23 
The  draft  EIS  has  not  identified  an  agency  preferred  al- 
ternative.  It  was  determined  that  such  a  choice  "at  this  time 
„ou!d  be  prejudicial  to  the  Secretary's  decisionmaking  process' 


2  6 


2V  M.  Cordova,  USGS  Ope 

referred  to  as  the  Cordova  report.) 

25§1502. 14(e) 


n-File  Report  80-524,  1980  (hereafter 


2  6 


EIS,  S-18. 


"""""ha  concern  expressed  In  this  cogent  Is  addressed  In  Response  22-1. 


9. 


regarding  the  Alton  coal  field  unsu i tabi 1 i ty  petition. 

It  is  worth  noting  that  BLM  had  designated  the  applicant's 
proposal-Alternative  l~*.  the  "preferred  alternative"  in  its 
preliminary  version  of  the  draft  EIS.28   The  choice  was  net  based 
on  a  good  faith  comparison  between  alternatives.   In  fact,  the 
BLM  office  responsible  for  preparing  the  EIS  advised  the  Utah 
state  office  that  if  forced  to  choose  an  alternative  "It  cannot 
be  the  Go's  proposal."29   Rather,  the  decision  was  made  or. 
political  grounds.   These  are  inappropriate  in  the  environmental 

assessment  process. 

The  National  Park  Service  and  the  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Pish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  were  lobbied  to  support  the  BLM's  choice 
They  rejected  the  offer.   A  concerted  effort  by  them  and  other 
federal  and  state  agencies  along  with  the  public  forced  BLM  to 

scrap  its  plans.  I 

BLM  then  sought  waiver  from  the  Department  of  the  Interior's 
NEPA  manual.   The  manual  requires  the  designation  of  a  preferred 
alternative  in  the  draft  EIS  unless  a  waiver  is  agreed  to  by 

m=„f;.l  Proiect  Review   and  the  Office  of  the 
the  Office  of  Environmental  project 

31 
Solicitor. 
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27  ,         f    fh>    r-irth      Sierra   Club,    Environmental    Defense    Fjnd    and 

"Friends    ot    the    Eaitn,    bicrra  ,  first   petition 

several    southern    Utah    ranchers    n^vef    led      h e  F    .un,uitabio 

r:Xf<^   r'oVmiMn^under^cHon    522    of,  the    Surface    Mimnc 
"'    ,  •    ■      .1  — i-ion    Act        A   decision   on    the    ;eLi-i.-.    -  •-    -■• 

Control  aau  i.<--el I..KJH  ,\ct. 

pected  by  December  1980. 
"preliminary  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  draft  EIS,  p.  21. 

April  12,  1980. 
"Memo  from  Dist.  BLM  Manager  to  State  Director,  Mar.  25,  1980. 

Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks,  March  28,  1180. 
3W.  of  the  interior,  Depa   mental  Manual,  516  DM  4.10A. 
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11. 


en 
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The  Solicitor's  Office  approved  the  waiver    and  the  Director 

of  the  Office  of  Environmental  Project  Review  concurred,  stating 

based  upon  the  decisional  link  with  the  Alton  coal 
field  unsuitability  petition  we  believe  a  prejudicial 
situation  could  prevail  if  a  preferred  alternative 
is  expressed  by  the  bureau  at  the  draft  stage. 
More  importantly,  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  does 
not  have  and,  indeed,  will  not  have  a  preferred  al- 
ternative until  after  a  decision  is  made  on  the 
Alton  unsuitability  petition. 

Furthermore,  the  Director  recommended  "that  consideration 

be  given  to  delaying  publication"  of  the  final  EIS  pending  the 

34 
resolution  of  the  unsuitability  petition. 

The  waiver  of  the  preferred  alternative  raises  several 
questions:   Does  the  agency  plan   to  designate  a  preferred 
alternative  in  the  final  EIS?   If  not,  how  will  it  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  40  CFR  §1502.14  (c)  ?   Hill  BLM  delay  issuing 
the  final  EIS  until  after  the  Secretary  has  ruled  on  the  Alton 
unsuitability  petition?   If  not,  would  that  not  create  the  same 
"prejudicial  situation"  that  served  as  the  basis  for  the  waiver 
decision?   We  request  that  these  questions  be  answered  and  made 
available  to  the  public  before  the  final  EIS  is  issued. 

Lastly,  we  would  like  to  comment  on  the  connection  between 
the  federal  and  state  decision-making  processes. 
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Ke-o  from  Acting  Deputy  Solicitor  to  BLM  Director,  May  12,  1980. 

Memo  from  Director,  Office  of  Environmental  Project  Review  to 
BLM  Director,  May  14,  1980. 

Ibid. 


CEQ  regulations  provide  that  federal  agencies  shall 

cooperate  with  State  and  local  agencies  to  the 
fullest  extent  possible  to  reduce  duplication 
between  NEPA  and  comparable  State  and  local 
requirements. . . 

The  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  is  preparing 

a  draft  environmental  impact  report  pursuant  to  the  California 

Environmental  Quality  Act  in  response  to  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric's 

and  Southern  California's  application  for  a  "certificate  of 

public  convenience  and  necessity"  for  the  Harry  Allen  and  Warner 

Valley  power  plants.   PG&E  and  SCE  would  receive  the  great  bulk 

of  electricity  from  the  power  plants.   The  EIR  was  prepared 

almost  concurrently  with  the  federal  EIS  and  will  be  released 

shortly. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  BLM  and  the  CPUC  did  not  issue  a 

joint  document.   One  report  that  summarized  all  available  data 

would  have  fostered  better  public  and  agency  understanding  of 

the  proposed  project  and  the  availability  of  alternatives. 

The  CPUC's  decision  on  the  certificate  of  public  convenience 

and  necessity  will  have  a  major  bearing  on  the  outcome  of  the 

entire  AWV  project.   The  CPUC's  ruling  will  effectively  limit 

the  choices  Interior  will  face  in  making  its  decisions. 

Assistant  Secretary  of  Interior,  Guy  Martin,  acknowledged 

the  pivotal  role  of  the  CPUC  saying,  the  AWV  project  "will  be 

determined  a  lot  by  what  California  says  its  (energy)  need  is 
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Response  22-5 

The  BLM  preferred  alternative  is  identified  near  the  end  of  Chapter  2  of 
the  final  EIS. 


351506.2(c) . 

36Los  Angeles  Times,  "Conflicts  on  Utah  Power  Grow  Heated," - 
July  21,  1980,  p.  1. 
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;:.•  elaLoratt.d  on  t:.v  staLe's  right  to  make  a  need  determination 
in  a  July  7th  meeting  in  Salt  Lake  City.   lie  stated  if  the  CPUC 
Cir.-is  a  need  for  all  or  part  of  the  project's  electricity,  In- 
toricr  would  iy   unable  to  disapprove  the  project  based  on  its 
ov;n  finding  to  thr  contrary.   The  converse  applies  as  well.   If 
the  CPUC  finds  there  is  no  or  only  a  partial  need  for  the  project, 
Interior  could  not  approve  the  entire  project  based  on  its  own 
finding  that  California  will  need  the  energy.   Neither  case 
should  prevent  an  Interior  finding  that  the  electricity  demand 
deterr-ined  by  the  CPL'C  could  be  met  by  alternatives  that  are  more 
environmentally  sound. 

We  hope  the  spirit  of  cooperation  expressed  in  Salt  Lake 
by  the  Department  to  work  with  the  CPUC  will  continue  until  the 
final  decisions  are  made  on  AWV.   Specifically,  we  urge  BLM  to 
use  the  information  in  the  EIR  and  the  CPUC * s  staff  position  in 
the  AWV  certificate  case  in  preparing  the  final  EIS.   We  also 
urge  the  Department  to  incorporate  the  certificate  decision 
expected  in  mid-December  1980  in  its  final  AWV  decision. 

Cur  specific  comments  on  the  draft  follow. 


Response  22-6 

BLM  has  been  working  in  close  coordination  with  CPUC  throughout  the  EIS 
process.  The  publication  of  a  joint  document  was  found  to  be  impossible 
because  of  differences  in  mandates,  schedules,  deadlines,  and  format. 

The  CPUC  draft  EIR  and  technical  reports  have  been  used  in  the  prepara- 
tion of  this  EIS.   See  pertinent  information  concerning  the  participating 

California  utilities  and  proceedings  in  the  CPUC's  process  to  respond  to  the 
utilities'  application  for  a  certificate  to  participate  In  the  AWV  project 
have  been  consulted. 


AIR  QUALITY 

Coal  Mining  in  the  Alton  Coal  Field 

There  is  no  new  analysis  in  the  EIS  of  how  surface  mining 
in  the  Alton  coal  field  will  affect  the  air  quality  of  Bryce 
Canyon  National  Park.   The  EIS  simply  refers  to  the  SUES  analysis. 
As  we  explained,  that  was  found  unacceptable  by  many  reviewers. 
Reliance  on  the  SUES,  as  we  have  stated  before,  is  a  major  short- 
coming of  the  AWV  draft  EIS. 


Response  22-7 

An  interagency  task  force  representing  EPA,  BLM,  OSM,  and  NPS  has  co«- 
pleted  a  new  study  on  the  effects  of  the  proposed  Alton  mine  on  air  quality. 
Modeling  studies  indicate  that  maximum  concentrations  of  particulate  pollu- 
tants in  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park  would  not  exceed  Class  I  standards. 

However,  the  same  study  did  indicate  that  there  probably  would  occur  a 
perceptible  visibility  reduction  for  observers  at  Yovinpa  Point  in  Bryce 
Canyon  National  Park. 

Another  study  was  performed  by  UII.  It  also  did  not  Indicate  any  viola- 
tions of  Class  I  standards  In  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park.  See  the  Air  Qual- 
ity sections  of  Chapter  4  In  the  final  EIS. 


oo 


The  limitations  of  the  SUi:5  were  well  known  to  Ell.M  before 
the  ETS  was  started.   The  agency  could  have  initiated  new 
stj'Hc-s  to  gain  eo.-.c  credible  knowledge  on  this  important  issue. 
Instead,  the  agency  sat  on  its  hands. 

The  draft  also  nade  no  attempt  to  quantify  and  assess 
the  i-pacts  of  underground  mining  on  air  quality.   References 
to  the  SUES  do  not  help.   It  contained  no  such  information. 
The  Office  of  Surface  Mining  considers  effects  on  air  quality 

from  underground  mining  operations  to  be  "similar"  to  those 

•      37 
of  surface  mining. 

Again,  we  recommend  that  the  air  quality  analysis  being 
prenared  by  several  federal  agencies  be  included  in  the  final 
EI.S  or.d  that  BI.M  consult  with  OSM  and  seek  other  information 
that  will  lead  to  a  better  assessment  of  underground  mining 
in  the  final  EIS. 

Coal  Preparation  Plant 


The  coal  preparation  plant  would  crush,  store,  clean, 


30 


wash,  and  fine  ground  about  11  million  tons  of  coal  a  year 
Corraon  sense  suggests  that  a  plant  processing  32,000  tons  of 
coal  each  day, the  plant  would  have  to  emit  some  pollutants. 
The  draft,  however,  contains  not  one  word  on  the  air  quality 
impacts  of  the  preparation  facility. 

The  draft  claims  that  the  preparation  plant  would  cause 

39 

"no   significant    impacts"    on   air   quality        and    that   it   will    use 

best   available   control    technology    for    pollutant   control    to   assure 
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43    F.R.    41781 
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EIS,     p. 2-5. 
Ibid.,    p.    4-24. 


Response  22-8 

Refer  to  Response  22-7  for  1nfor«ation  on  this  concern.     The  Interagency 
study  Included  the  effects  of  both  surface  and  underground  alning. 


Response  22-9 

The  effects  of  the  coal  preparation  plant  were  considered  in  the  inter- 
agency air  quality  study.  The  applicant  proposes  several  mitigating  measures 
to  reduce  dust  emissions,  which  include  a  water  spray  system  with  a  control 
efficiency  of  70  percent  at  the  coal  dumping  site.  Primary  and  secondary 
crushers  would  be  equipped  with  wet  scrubbers  with  control  efficiencies  of  99 
percent.  The  conveyor  system  would  be  enclosed  and  dust  would  be  vented  to  a 
scrubber  with  a  control  efficiency  of  99  percent.  With  these  controls,  total 
emissions  would  amount  to  33.65  tons  per  year. 

EPA  has  indicated  that  the  proposed  coal  preparation  plant  would  not 
require  a  PSD  permit.  New  EPA  regulations  (45  FR  52676)  require  only  a  PSD 
review  If  controlled  emissions  are  greater  than  250  tons  per  year.  This  is  8 
change  froai  previous  regulations  which  required  a  PSD  permit  whenever  the 
potential  emissions  (I.e.,  without  controls)  exceeded  250  tons  per  year. 


Id 


"::e^-tinq  apolicoblu  pollution  control  standards."40  There  is  no 
d-vrjrentation  offero-J  to  support  these  claims.   We  would  like 
to  fcnov:  how  BLM  arrived  at  them. 

If  the  preparation  plant  would  emit  250  tons  or  more  of 
any  regulated  air  pollutant  it  will  be  subject  to  the  new 
source  review  requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act.41   If  the 
plant  is  found  to  be  a  "major  emitting  facility,"42  emissions 
associated  with  the  Alton  mining  operations,   including  fugitive 
dust,  could  be  subject  to  the  increment  review  and  air  quality 
related  values  test  under  the  prevention  of  significant  de- 


terioration program 


4  3 


EPA's  PSD  program  provides  that 


the  reviewing  authority  should  consider  such 
secondary  emissions  in  determining  whether  the 
source  would  cause  or  contribute  to  a  violation 
of  an  anbient  ceiling  or  increment. 44 

We  su-jgest  that  m.M  investigate  the  possibility  that  the 
coal  preparation  plant  will  need  to  obtain  a  PSD  permit.  Identi- 
fying the  emissions  associated  with  the  coal  preparation  plant 
at  the  Black  Mesa  mine  serving  the  Mohave  power  plant  would  be 
a  cood  starting  point.   Mohave's  coal  is  supplied  by  the  only 
active  coal  slurry  pipeline  in  the  country.   There  might  also 
be  valuable  information  contained  in  the  environmental  assess- 
ments of  the  Energy  Transportation  Systems,  Inc.  proposed  coal 
slurry  pipeline.   That  project  would  slurry  millions  of  tons 
a  year  from  Wyoming  to  Arkansas.   If  a  permit  is  required  we 


'10 


Ibid. 


p.  A4-1 


4  3 
44 


42  U.S.C. §7475 
42  U.S.C.  7479(1) 

42  U.S.C.  7470-7491 

43  F.R.  26403 
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believe  the  final  EIS  should  contain  information  on  the  likeli- 
hood of  air  quality  violations  from  the  facility. 
WATER  RESOURCES 

Ground  Water  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurr ^ 

The  scoping  process  showed  that  potential  hydrologicai 
impacts  of  the  project  are  of  greatest  concern  to  the  public 
and  state  and  local  governments.   The  issue  is  so  controversial 
that  the  State  of  Utah,  Kane  County,  and  the  City  of  Kanab's 
support  for  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  project  is  contingent  upon 

a  showing  by  the  applicants  that  ground  water  withdrawals  will 

45 

not  impair  existing  and  pending  water  users. 

Pumping  ground  water  for  the  coal  slurry  pipeline  would 
probably  be  the  most  significant  hydrologicai  impact  of  the 
project.   The  principal  impacts  would  be  interference  with 
existing  wells,  reductions  in  surface  water  flows,  possible 
changes  in  the  chemical  quality  of  ground  water  and  surface 
water,  and  a  shift  in  the  natural  groundwater  drainage  divide. 
These  impacts  were  examined  in  the  recent  Cordova  report  by 
the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  in  cooperation  with  the  Utah  Depart- 
ment of  Natural  Resources.   The  findings  of  the  Cordova  report 
are  briefly  summarized  below.   We  recommend  that  BUM  use  the 
report  as  a  source  in  preparing  the  final  EIS. 

The  draft  EIS  found  that  "no  determination  can  be  made 


■15 


Office  of  Surface  Mining  and  Enforcement,  transcript  of 
proceedings.  Public  Scoping  Meeting  on  the  Evaluation  of 
a  Petition  to  Designate  Certain  Federal  Lands  Unsuitable 
for  Coal  Mining  in  Southern  Utah,  Kanab,  Utah,  May  6,  1980. 


4> 

o 


Well  tests  also  showed  " in terf erence. . . in 
.48 


fruni  available  information  to  conclude  if  interference  would 

46 

occur  to  other  existing  or  potential  aquifer  users.      The 

Cordova  repent  disagreed.   it  cites  evidence  of  "interference 

between  deep  ard  shallow  wells  in  the  same  aquifer  and  between 

wells  in  superposed  aquifers"  based  on  two  aquifer  tests  in 

Johnson  Canyon . 

several  parts  of  Kanab  Creek  Canyon.' 

Based  on  the  existing  evidence,  the  report  concluded 

punpiny  of  a  well  anywhere  in  the  Navajo 
Sandstone  in  the  Kanab  Creek  Basin  probably 
would  cause  scnte  decline  of  water  levels  else- 
where in  th'^  aquifer  and  probably  in  over- 
lying and  underlying  aquifers  in  the  basin. 

Furthermore ,  pumping  of  wells  In  any  aquifer 
in  the  study  area  can  be  expected  to  cause 
declines  of  water  levels  to  nomo  degree  in 
other  nearby  wells  in  that  aquifer  and  in 
overlying  and  underlying  aquifers. 45 

These  conclusions  contradict  the  applicants'  who  claim 
that  ground  water  pumping  will  have  no  impact  on  existing  and 
potential  water  users. 

The  report  found  there  apparently  are  hydraulic  connections 
and  streams  in  many  parts  of  the  study  area.   For  all  the  streams 
cited  "base  flow  comprises  a  significant  part  of  the  total  annual 


46 


EIS,  p.4-2E 


Cordova  report,  p.  84. 


48 


Ibid. 
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Ibid. ,  p.  85. 

See  statement  of  John  Ferrel,  Project  Manager  for  the  Alton 
Coal  Project,  Utah  International,  Inc.,  presented  at  public 
scoping  meeting  on  the  unsui tabili ty  petition,  Kanab,  Utah, 
May  6,  1980. 


flow."51   For  Kanab  and  Johnson  Canyon  Creeks,  two  streams 
at  the  center  of  the  water  controversy, 

"most  of  the  base  flow  in  the  lower  reaches... 
comes  from  the  Navajo  Sandstone;  consequently, 
increased  withdrawals  of  water  by  wells  in  the 
Navajo  woul.i,  in  time,  measurably  reduce  the 
flow  of  those  streams."52 

Pumping  would  probably  degrade  the  quality  of  ground  and 
surface  water  in  the  area.   Ground  water  quality  is  high  with 
dissolved-solid  concentrations  of  water  in  the  Navajo  Sandstone 
relatively  low. 

In  general,  the  report  found 

large  withdrawals  of  freshwater  from  the  Navajo 
Sandstone  probably  would  induce  inflow  into 
that  formation  of  relatively  more  mineralized 
water  from  overlying  and  underlying  rocks. 

Surface  waters  would  deteriorate  as  well.   There  would  be 
a  general  "net  increase  in  dissolved-solids  concentration  of 
the  streams"55  which  could  lead  to  "increased  salinity  of 
Johnson  and  Kanab  Creeks"  in  particular. 

There  are  many  unresolved  issues  related  to  ground  water 
pumping.   As  the  draft  EIS  explains,  to  determine  accurately 
the  extent  of  water  table  drawdown,  "a  long-term  pumping  test 
using  strategically  placed  observation  wells  would  have  to  be 


51Cordova  report,  p.  92. 

52, 


"Ibid. 


53 
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Ibid.,  p.  93. 
Ibid.,  p.  96 


55 


Ibid.,  p.  93. 


J°lbid.,  p.  96. 
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co:.'!'----t-j-i .     Wo  a<jr',-<'  and  think  that  pumping  tests  will  provide 
irr-ortant  data  that  will  help  answer  other  questions  concerning 
grcur.d  water  extraction  at  Bald  Knoll. 

Frivads  of  t!.<3  Earth  urges  DI.M  and  the  Dcpartn.unt  of  the 
Interior  to  require  the  applicants  to  conduct  long-term  pumping 
te-sts.   We  believe  the  tests  must  conclusively  show  that  ground 
water  pumping  will  not  adversely  effect  existing  and  potential 
water  users  before  any  permits  are  issued  for  the  coal  slurry 
pipeline,  Alton  to  Spry  transmission  line,  Alton  coal  mine  and 
any  other  component  of  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  project  dependent 
on  ground  water  extraction. 

Lastly,  the  final  EIS  should  mention  that  the  applicants 
have  not  successfully  demonstrated  that  they  can  withdraw 
6,000  gallons  a  minute  from  the  13  wells  within  three  miles  of 
bald  r.ioll  as  they  have  proposed.   Utah  International,  Inc.  has 
applied  for  over  one  hundred  wells  in  the  area.   If  water  has 
to  be  withdrawn  from  any  wells  other  than  those  proposed  that 
would  greatly  change  the  projected  impacts  from  ground  water 
pumping.   We  hope  BLM  will  include  any  information  on  recent 
pumping  tests  conducted  by  Utah  International  in  the  final  EIS. 

Warner  Valley  Water  Project 

The  draft  EIS  does  an  excellent  job  documenting  that  the 
Warner  Valley  water  project  is  unnecessary  and  could  cause  serious 
environment  damage.   The  project  is  based  on  highly  speculative 
demand  projections,  would  needlessly  threaten  endangered  plant 
and  animal  species  with  extinction  and  would  lower  water  quality 


57 


EIS,    p.     4-26. 


ill    tho   Virnin    Kivor. 

The   draft   makes    it   clear    that    the  water   demands    postu- 
lated   by    the   Washington   County   Water    Conservancy    District    are 
fictional.       According    to    the    District's    estimates,    of    tho    32,600 

acre-feet    average    annual    yield    of    the    reservoir,    a   maxir.un   of 

5  8 
18,000    acre-feet    are    firmly   committed.  However,    almost    enc- 

quarter   of    that    total     (4,170    acre-feet)    would    be    used    by    the 

proposed    Warner   Valley   powerplant   only    under    unusual    conditions. 

No    specific   plans    have   been   proposed    for    the    remaining    14,600- 

18,770    acre-feet. 

It    is    no   mystery   why    there    is    no   demand    to   use    the    bulk 

of    the   water    from    the   Warner  Valley    reservoir.      Washington 

county    communities     (with    the    exception    of   Washington)    that   would 

use    the    reservoir    water   have   ample    supplies    for    the    next    40 

59 
years.         The    analysis    in    the   draft    is    conservative    since    it 

assumes    high   growth    rates    and   virtually    no  water    conservation. 

Demand    for    water    in    the   area    in    the   year    2020  will    consume 
only    82*    of    present    capacity.  The    town   of   Washington's    pro- 

jected  water   deficit  would   consume   only   14%   of   this   surplus    in 
the    same   year. 


50 


Ibid. ,    p.    2-16 


Ibid. ,    p.    4-31 


Ibid. 


Ibid. 

Response  22-10 

Several  studies  and  ground  water  pumping  simulations  were  completed 
after  publication  of  the  draft  EIS.  These  studies  and  simulations  are 
addressed  in  the  Ground  Water  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  section  under  Alterna- 
tive 1  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 

Response  22-11 

An  updated  projected  water  needs  analysis  is  listed  in  table  6,  Appendix 
11,  and  In  the  Purpose  and  Heed  of  Proposed  Project  section  of  Chapter  1  In 
the  final   EIS. 
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The  reservoir  would  not  provide  many  other  benefits  such 
as  recreation.   Temperature  and  dissolved  oxygen  limits  for 
warm  water  fish  could  be  exceeded  making  the  potential  for 
fishing  "limited."     The  projected  60  foot  drawdown  5  out 
every  35  years  would  also  limit  recreational  use.     Moreover, 
there  are  many  reservoirs  nearby,  notably  Lake  Mead  and  Glen 
Canyon,  that  can  adequately  serve  prospective  recreational 
users . 

The  draft  points  out  that  the  Warner  Valley  water  project 
is  not  wholly  dependent  on  the  construction  of  the  Warner 
Valley  power  plant.   The  State  of  Utah  may  finance  the  project 
through  its  Water  Conservation  and  Development  Program.   How- 
ever, this  is  unlikely  because  "the  State  development  program 

has  not  yet  identified  enough  money  to  build  the  project  as 

64 
currently  designed." 

Wc  believe  that  the  Warner  Valley  power  plant  is  included 

in  the  applicant's  proposal  solely  to  finance  the  water  project. 

The  State  of  Utah  implicitly  recognizes  this.   It  believes  that 

only  the  "power  plant  will  make  the  reservoir  construction... 

,  ..6  5 
economical . 
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Ibid. ,  p.  4-32. 
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Ibid. 


65 


Ibid. ,  p.  2-12. 

Letter  from  Jim  Dutl'er,  Natural  Resources  Coordinator,  Utah 
State  Office  of  the  Planning  Coordinator,  to  Russell 
Schweickart,  Chairman,  California  Energy  Commission,  May  19, 
1980. 
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Utah  was  not  the  first  to  conclude  that  the  Warner  Valley 
water  project  makes  little  economic  sense.   Congress  has  con- 
sistently refused  to  fund  the  water  project  since  it  was  first 
proposed  as  the  Dixie  Project  earlier  this  century.   Therefore, 
it  is  no  surprise  that  the  state  "would  rather  have  the  reser- 
voir constructed  as  part  of  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy 
System. 

We  suggest  that  BLM  investigate  the  consequences  of  the 
AWV  applicants  not  building  the  Warner  Valley  water  project. 
We  believe  if  the  reservoir  is  not  built,  the  State  may  not 
allow  or  may  be  prohibited  from  exporting  water  in  the  Alton 
coal  slurry  pipeline. 

Utah  state  law  allows  water  exports  with  the  consent  of  the 
Governor  only  after  the  state  engineer  evaluates  and  makes 

public  "the  advantages  to  the  State  of  Utah  and  its  citizens 

-67 
cf  exporting  water. 

If  the  water  project  is  not  built  and  pumping  tests  show 
that  ground  water  extraction  would  impair  area  water  users, 
it  may  be  very  difficult  for  the  state  to  show  that  the  export 
of  water  is  advantageous.   If  the  State  prohibits  the  export 
of  water  the  AWV  project  crumbles. 

That  the  State  of  Utah  and  Congress  have  been  unwilling 
to  finance  the  Warner  Valley  water  project  is  poignant  commenta- 
ry on  the  desireability  of  the  project.   If  Utah  and  Washington 
County  Water  Conservancy  District  feel  strongly  that  the  project 
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EIS,    p.     2-12. 

Utah   Annotated    Code,    Section    73-2-8. 


Response  22-12 

The  effects  of  not  building  the  Warner  Valley  water  project  are 
addressed  in  the  final  EIS  in  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  sec- 
tion of  Chapter  1  and  In  Chapter  3.  Utah  Code  Annotated,  Section  73-2-8 
directs  the  State  Engineer  to  assess  the  benefits,  if  any,  of  exporting  water 
(from  any  source)  outside  the  State.  The  State's  assessment  has  not  been 
completed  to  date. 


13 


should  be  built  they  should  pay  for  it.   As  it  stands  now, 
the  project  is  a  thinly  veiled  subsidization  of  a  Utah  water 
project  by  California  rate  payers. 

Mining  in  the  Alton  Coal  Field 

The  draft  provides  essentially  no  information  on  how  under- 
ground mining  would  effect  water  resources.   This  is  a  major 
deficiency  in  the  draft.   The  only  information  we  found  was 
that  "an  undetermined  amount  of  subsidence .. .may  result  in 

ii  ^,    ..68 

alterations  in  streamflow. 

Surprisingly,  the  draft  ignored  even  the  limited  informa- 
tion in  the  SUES.   That  document  noted:  "both  the  coal  itself 
and  adjacent  formations  are  aquifers  that  present  significant 
dewatering  problems  for  mining;"  the  likelihood  of  "severe 
subsidence .. .would  result  in. . .disruption  of  drainage  patterns;" 
and  that  "environmentally,  the  potential  effect  of  underground 

mining,  especially  on  drainage  patterns  and  surface  flows,  probab- 

69 
ly  would  be  more  adverse  than  the  impacts  of  strip  mining. 

If  BLM  has  information  that  contradicts  the  findings 
of  the  SUES  it  should  be  presented  in  the  final  EIS.   In  any 
case,  the  final  should  include  a  full  evaluation  of  how  under- 
ground mining  would  impact  ground  water  and  surface  water 
resources.   Specifically,  we  believe  the  issues  to  be  covered 
include  the  possibilities  of  contaminating  ground  water  and 
increasing  sedimentation  in  surface  waters. 


Response  22-13 

The  Water  Resources  section  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in  the 
final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  include  the  issues  mentioned  in  your  comment. 


68 


EIS,  p.  4-26. 
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SUES,  p.  A-VIII-6,7. 
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Coa 1  Preparation  Plant 

The  EIS  estimates  that  the  coal  preparation  plant  would 
produce  over  3,400  tons  of  solid  waste  each  day.     The  wastes 
would  be  "trucked  back  to  mined-out  areas  for  disposal  or  placed 
in  a  62-acre  tailings  pond." 

There  is  no  information  in  the  draft  regarding  possible  im- 
pacts of  the  solid  waste  on  water  resources.   The  final  EIS 
should  provide  data  on  the  contents  of  the  solid  waste  and  the 
potential  for  contamination  of  water  resources  by  toxic  materials. 
LAND  USE,  LAND  USE  PLANS  AND  CONTROLS 
Alton  Coal  Field 

The  draft  repeatedly  asserts  that  analyses  of  impacts  to 
land  use  in  dnr.rribod  in  the  SUES.72  While  the  SUF.S  did  provide 
some  information  on  surface  mining  impacts,  there  was  scant 
mention  of  underground  mining.   What  little  there  was  has  been 
ignored  in  the  draft  EIS.   The  most  notable  finding  in  the  SUES 

was  that  if  underground  mining  is  used  in  the  Alton  coal  field 

73 
"the  potential  for  severe  subsidence  is  high."    We  suggest  BLM 

look  at  the  Office  of  Technology  Assessment's  The  Direct  Use  of 

Coal:   Prospects  and  Problems  of  Production  and  Combustion  (April, 

1979)  for  more  information. 

RECREATION    AND    AESTHETICS 

Alton  Coal    Field 

Mining   the  eastern   end  of   the  Alton   coal   field  would   tempo- 
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EIS,    p.    2-2. 
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Ibid. ,    p.    2-5. 
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Ibid.,    pp.    4-58,    4-84,    4-113. 
SUES,    p.    A-VIII-6. 


Response  22-14 

Without  a  specific  irine  plan,  which  would  also  include  required  mitiga- 
tion, the  effects  of  solid  waste  and  contain  nation  of  water  resources  can 
only  be  treated  in  a  general  manner.  See  also  the  OSH  Draft  Petition  Evalua- 
tion Document  (1980)  and  the  Water  Resources  section  under  Alternative  1  of 
Chapter  4  1n  the  final   EIS. 


ReSP°?hee  ftaS  AWV  EIS  includes  information  that .has j  been  update^ ,  to  reject 
the  Southern  Utah  Petition  Evaluation  Document  (USDI  OSM  1980).  See  to. 
appropriate  sections  under  Alternatives  1  ana  I  1n  the  final  US. 
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rarily  and  possibly  permanently  impair  the  aesthetic  qualities 
of  Dryce  Canyon  National  Park  which  has  been  deemed  worthy  of 
permanent  protection  for  the  future  well-being  of  all  Americans 
by  the  U.S.  Congress.   Friends  of  the  Earth  feels  strongly  that 
the  industrial  activity  proposed  on  the  doorstep  of  Bryce  is 
incompatible  with  the  purposes  of  the  park  and  by  the  precedent 
it  may  set,  threatens  the  integrity  of  the  entire  national  park 
system.   if  interior  allows  visitors  to  Bryce  to  see,  hear  and 
feel  strip  mining  activities  can  using  Old  Faithful  for  electri- 
city generation  be  far  behind? 

Many  recreational  and  aesthetic  problems  remain  unresolved 
including  noise  and  visual  intrusion,  blasting  impacts,  damage 
from  increased  OUV  use  and  increased  population  pressures.   BLM 
suggests  these  will  be  examined  by  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining. 
Maybe  they  will,  but  it  is  BLM's  duty  to  provide  analyses  of 
these  issues  in  the  final  EIS  if  it  intends  to  comply  with  the 
low. 

ggg^SSSg™"  ELECTRICflL  EN™G*  DEM™°  and 
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Pacific   Gas   and    Electric's    and    Southern    California    Edison's 
alleged    need    for   electricity    to  meet    new   growth    in   demand,    comp- 
ensate  for   facility   retirements,    replace   power   currently    trans- 
ferred   from   the   Pacific   Northwest    and   displace    their   use    of 
existing    oil    and   gas    fired   generating    capacity    is    the   driving 
force    behind    the   Allen-Warner  Valley    project.      The   project 
cannot   proceed   without    the    participation   of    the   California    uti- 
lities.     Therefore,    to  what   degree,    if   any,    the  California   uti- 
lities  can    participate    in   AWV,    as   determined   by    the   CPUC,    is    a 


Response   22-16 

An  environmental  analysis  of  noise,  visual  intrusions,  and  blasting 
fFh  i?A°  ?.e  de^,°Pme'1t  "f  the  Alton  coal  lease  area  is  summarized  fro« 
tne  draft  Southern  Utah  Petition  Evaluation  Document  (USDI,  OSM  1980)  in  the 
Alton  coal  lease  area  sections.  Recreation  and  Aesthetics,  in  Chapter  4  of 
the  ^nal  EIS.  An  analysis  concerning  ORV  access  and  utility  corridors  is  in 
the  Coal  Slurry  P.pelne  and  Electrical  Transmission  System  sections.  Recrea- 
tion and  Aesthetics,    in  Chapter  4  of  the  final   EIS. 


Response  22-17 

Your  concern  is  addressed  in  Response  22-6. 
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k<r/  in  AWV  outcome. 

The  CPUC  3  EIR  and  staff  position  on  the  AWV  certificate 
application  h.'ve  not  yet  been  made  public  as  of  this  date. 
We  cannot  complete  our  comments  on  energy  needs  and  alternatives 
until  we  have  had  a  chance  to  review  them.   We  will,  however, 
offer  some  comments  on  these  critical  issues  end  amend  our 
statement  after  we  have  seen  the  CruCs  documents. 

The  energy  picture  in  California  is  changing  with  remark- 
able speed.   In  the  last  four  months,  5,390  megawatts  of. new 
power  plant  capacity  that  was  scheduled  to  be  on  line  this 
decade  has  been  deferred  or  cancelled.74   The  effectiveness 
of  conservation  measures  and  the  enormous  expense  of  building 
new  centralized  base  load  facilities  are  the  main  causes  of 
the  bearish  power  plant  market. 

At  the  same  time,  utilities  have  discovered  that  conserva- 
tion and  alternative  energy  sources— cogeneration,  geothermal, 
wind,  hydro,  solar— can  provide  cleaner,  cheaper  and  more  relia- 
ble energy.   For  example,  PG&E  has  recently  proposed  an  ambitious 
zero  interest  loan  program  for  conservation  investments.   PG&E's 
vice  president  for  customer  operations,  commenting  on  the  conserv- 
ation program,  said 


In  March,  1980,  PGiE  delayed  its  proposed  construction  of  the 
1,600  MW  coal-fired  Montezuma  1&2  for  three  years,  the  Cali- 
fornia Department  of  Water  Resources  terminated  work  on  its 
proposed  1,000  MW  coal  plant  and  in  June,  SCE  cancelled  its 
planned  1,290  HW  Lucerne  Valley  combined  cycle  plant  and  de- 
layed its  proposed  1,500  MW  Cal  Coal  project  for  three  years. 


26. 


this  saved  energy  will  provide  a  cheaper  source 
of  supply— which  benefits  everyone— than  would 
equivalent  new  energy  supplies.75 

Similar  interest-free  loan  programs  for  purchasing  solar  energy 
equipment  will  likely  start  this  year  as  well. 

The  CPUC  and  Energy  Commission  have  been  encouraging  Cali- 
fornia utilities  to  invest  in  conservation  and  energy  alterna- 
tives instead  of  new  coal  and  nuclear  plants.  The  CPUC  policy 
states 

Where  it  is  cost  effective  against  other 
alternatives,  conservation  (and  alterna- 
tive energy  sources)  investment  represents 
the  most  efficient  use  of  California's  avail- 
able capital  (with  minimum  environmental  im- 
pact) and  should  be  encouraged  over  new 
generation . 7& 

The  Energy  Commission  general  planning  criteria  provide, 

among  other  things,  that 

Utility  supply  plans  and  Commission  decisions 
should  give  first  priority  to  geothermal,  co- 
generation,  and  renewable  energy  sources...77 

The  draft  EIS  makes  a  strong  case  for  designating  Alterna- 
tive 5  —  "implementation  of  a  variety  of  conservation  programs 

7  B 
and  the  development  of  nonconventional  energy  sources"   --  as 


75 


76 


77 


78 


I.os  Angeles  Times,  "PG&E  Plans  Interest-Free  Energy  Conservation 
"Loans,"  Part  IV,  page  1,  March  26,  1980. 

California  Public  Utilities  Commission,  Decision  89316,  p.  19-20. 

California  Energy  Commission,  "Statement  of  Position  on  the 
Harry  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System,"  May  21,  1980. 

EIS,  p.  2-40. 
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the  agency's  preferred  alternative  in  the  final  EIS.   It  is 
clear  that  conservation,  cogeneration ,  wind,  geothermal,  hydro 

and  solar  technologies  could  obviate  the  need  for  the  Allen- 

79 
Warner  Valley  project. 

In  addition  to  requiring  agencies  to  choose  a  preferred 
alternative  in  the  final  EIS,  CEQ  regulations  require  the  identi- 
fication of  one  or  more  "environmentally  preferrable"  alternatives 

80 
in  the  record  of  decision.     The  draft  builds  a  strong  case  for 

Alternative  5  to  be  chosen  as  the  environmental  preferrable 

alternative.   It  states 

This  alternative  would  involve  minimal  and 
diversified  use  of  the  environment  in  the 
short-term.   Therefore,  the  long-term  pro- 
ductivity of  the  environment  could  be  en- 
hanced a:j  more  resources  in  their  natural 
state  would  be  maintained  For  future  avail- 
ability.bJ 


The  information  presented  in  the  EIS  shows  that  the  use  of 
con*;erva  t  ion  and  al  Lc-rrtalivu  energy  uourcos  can  minimize  the 
inordinate  environmental  destruction  posed  by  the  Allen-Warner 
Valley  project.   Conservation  and  alternatives  can  also  fulfill 
future  energy  needs  and  achieve  important  national  goals  such 
as  reducing  the  use  of  imported  oil  in  electrical  generating 
stations.   Therefore,  Friends  of  the  Earth  urges  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  to  designate  Alternative  5  in  the  draft  EIS  as 
the  agency  preferred  and  environmentally  preferrable  alternative. 

Options  Other  Than  Alternatives  5  and  1 
191     There  is  of  course  the  possibility  that  the  CPUC  and  Depart- 


Response  22-18  ,        „   ,  .  . 

These  coonents  have  been  reviewed  and  will  be  considered  In  the  decision 
oaking  process. 


79 


Ibid.,  p.  4-143-145. 
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§1505. 2(b) 
EIS,  p.  4-148. 
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ment  of  the  Interior  will  approve  all  or  part  of  the  AWV  project. 
If  that  should  happen,  we  offer  the  following  observations. 

The  draft  EIS  considered  alternatives  that  would  consist 
of  the  Harry  Allen  power  plant  supplied  by  coal  slurry  from 

Alton  or  supplied  by  central  Utah  or  southwest  Wyoming  coal 

82 

sources  delivered  by  existing  rail  facilities.     We  believe 

existing  data  demonstrates  that  if  the  Harry  Allen  plant  is 
built,  there  is  no  need  to  develop  the  Alton  coal  field  as  its 
fuel  source. 

Southern  California  Edison  has  submitted  information  to  the 
California  Energy  Commission  that  shows  there  is  a  tremendous 
surplus  of  western  coal  being  produced  now.    The  responses 
from  32  out  of  81  coal  suppliers  and  lease  holders  SCE  contacted 
showed  they  are  producing  an  excess  of  10  million  tons  of  coal 
a  year,  more  than  enough  to  supply  the  Harry  Allen  plant.   Half 
that  total  (5  million  tons)  represent  current  excess  production 
from  southwestern/central  Wyoming  and  central  Utah. 

SCE's  data  also  showed  105  million  tons  of  uncommitted  an- 
nual production  will  be  available  about  the  time  the  plant  would 
be  built.    This  is  an  order  of  magnitude  more  than  the  plant 
would  need.   Central  Utah  and  southwest/central  Wyoming  produc- 
tion would  account  for  46  million  tons  of  the  total. 

We  do  not  offer  this  information  to  suggest,  even  tacitly, 
that  we  in  any  way  support  the  use  of  central  Utah,  Wyoming,  or 


Response  22-19 

Pertinent  information  concerning  adequate  coal  supplies  to  the  Allen 
powerplant  from  sources  other  than  the  Alton  coal  fields  has  been  reviewed 
and  included  in  the  descriptions  of  Alternatives  3  and  4  in  Chapter  2  In  the 
final  EIS.  Also  refer  to  the  Coal  Resources  Quality  and  Availability  section 
in  Chapter  3  of  the  final  EIS. 


82 
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Alternatives  1,2,3  and  4. 

Prepared  testimony  of  Thomas  J.  Rose,  SCE,  in  the  California 
Energy  Commission's  Notice  of  Intent  proceeding  on  the  pro- 
posed Cal  Coal  Project,  Docket  79-NOI-3,  June  9,  1980. 

Ibid. ,  p. 4. 
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any  other  western  coal  source  for  the  Allen  plant.   As  we  have 
said  before,  we  believe  there  is  no  need  for  the  Allen  plant 
or  any  other  part  of  the  AWV  project.   We  mention  SCE's  data 
simply  to  answer  those  who  say  Alton  coal  is  essential  for  the 
Harry  Allen  plant. 

The  cost  of  coal  from  Alton  versus  other  sources  is  another 
important  criteria  that  must  be  considered.   The  proponents  have 
claimed  that  "the  Alton  coal  field  will  be  the  cheapest  coal 
available  for  those  (Warner  Valley  and  Harry  Allen)  power 
plants."85 

Again,  we  have  not  seen  the  CPUC  staff  paper  that  will  ex- 
amine the  coal  cost  issue.   However,  it  is  very  likely  the 
capital  costs  of  the  slurry  facility  are  greater  than  those 
associated  with  the  delivery  of  coal  by  rail.  Furthermore,  the 
reduced  heat  content  of  the  coal  and  heat  rate  of  the  power 
plants  caused  by  the  slurry  and  the  energy  needs  of  the  dewater- 
ing  process  will  necessitate  a  large  boost  in   coal  use  relative 
to  the  rail  option.   This  would  obviously  boost  fuel  costs  and 
the  overall  cost  of  the  project  and  would  waste  coal  resources. 

We  suggest  that  DLM  obtain  a  copy  of  the  report  being  pre- 
pared by  Korrison-Knudson  for  the  project  proponents  that  will 
examine  the  costs  and  availability  of  alternative  coal  sources. 
BLH  should  also  use  the  CPUC  staff  report  on  coal  costs  in  pre- 
paring the  final  EIS. 

Alternative  3  would  build  a  smaller  version  of  the  Warner 
Valley  power  plant.   We  want  to  make  it  clear  that  there  is  no 
need  for  any  Warner  Valley  power  plant  even  assuming  the  utili- 


Response  22-20 

Your  comment  1s  addressed  In  Letter  Response  22-6  and  the  Coal  Resources 
Quality  and  Availability  section  In  Chapter  3  of  the  final  EIS. 
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Los  Angeles  Times,  "Conflicts  on  Utih  Power  Grow  Heated,' 
-3uTy~2l,  19B0,  p.  1. 
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tu-^  r."5t  nr.vrOt  the  energy  needs  identified  by  the  BLM,  Nevada 
Public  Service  Co-  mission  and  California  Energy  Commission. 

The  cunulative  need  for  power,  based  on  independent  veri- 
fications, is  1,828  ITS.  This  leaves  about  700  MW  of  the  AWV 
project  unaccounted  for.   Obviously,  the  500  MW  or  230  MW  at 
Warner  Valley  can  be  dropped. 

The  lack  of  need  for  the  energy  or  water  from  the  Warner 
Valley  project  and  the  project's  potential  for  tremendous  en- 
vironmental destruction  convinces  us  that  the  project  should 
not  be  built.   We  urge  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  deny 
it  all  federal  permits. 

Finally,  we  would  like  to  know  whether\BLM  has  evaluated 
the  chances  of  successful  underground  mining  in  the  Alton  coal 
field.   There  was  no  such  information  in  the  draft.   But,  the 
bureaus  often  cited  source  for  Alton  information,  the  SUES,  was 
not  sanguine  about  underground  mining  prospects. 

It  stated 

The    unfavorable    geological    conditions    for 
underground   mining   would   make   extraction    by 
this    method   extremely   expensive    if    not    imprac- 
tical ...  underground   mining    as    proposed  by    the 
proponent    is    not    considered    a   viable   alternative 
for   strip  mining   under   the   original   proposal. 

If    BLM   has    information    that   contradicts    USGS ' s    findings    it 

should    be    included    in    the    final    EIS.       If    it   does   not,    BLM   should 

consider  whether   underground   is    feasible   in   the   Alton   coal    field. 


Response  22-21 

Refer  to  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  In  Chapter  1 
of  the  final  EIS  for  updated  Information  on  the  need  for  power. 


Response  22-22 

Information  extracted  from  the  Southern  Utah  Petition  Evaluation  Docu- 
ment (USDI,  0SM,  1980)  was  used  to  evaluate  the  aspect  of  underground  aining 
at  Alton.  Refer  to  the  descriptions  of  Alternatives  1  and  2  in  Chapter  2  and 
the  Topography  and  Geology  section  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 
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EIS,    p.     1-3. 
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,-'-— :.-,  United  State* 
'•I  *  j i '  Department  of 
•f-^j^   Agriculture 


Soil 
Conservation 

Service 


3008  Federal  Building 
230  North  First  Avenue 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85025 


August  7,  1980 


District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Cedar  City  District  Office 
1573  North  Main,  P.O.  Box  724 
Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 

Dear  Sin 


Ui 


The  Soil  Conservation  Service  is  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  comment 
on  the  draft  EIS  for  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System. 

Our  comments  are  a3  follows: 

1.   Page  3-3:   The  description  of  soils  seems  inadequate.   An  attempt 
was  mado  to  address  the  soil  resources  at  the  powc-rplant  site 
and  transmission  route,  but  no  attempt  was  made  to  discuss  the 
soils  at  the  mining  sites. 

Recommendation:   At  a  minimum,  a  general  soil  map  for  the  coun- 
ties involved  at  the  powerplant  site,  transmission  route,  and 
the  mining  sites  is  needed  to  evaluate  the  soil  resources. 


[ 
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Chapter  3:   There  is  no  discussion  concerning  prime  farmlands. 
The  EIS  should  provide  an  evaluation  of  the  prime  farmland 
resources  and  what  impacts  the  various  alternatives  might 
have  on  these  resources. 

Page  4-4:   It  is  not  clear  in  the  discussion  of  the  accel- 
erated soil  erosion  whether  alternatives  1  thru  5  have  the 
same  accelerated  rate  of  erosion.   It  hardly  seems  realistic 
that  all  alternatives  should  have  the  same  impacts  on  the 
soil  resources. 

Recormendatlon :   State  what  the  annual  erosion  rates  are  now 
before  construction  and  what  they  are  projected  to  be  after 
construction  is  started  for  each  alternative  for  mining  sites, 
pipelines,  transmission  lines  and  powerplants. 

The  Warner  Valley  Water  Project  part  of  alternatives  1  and  3 
needs  to  be  addressed  for  technical  feasibility.   There  is  no 
discussion  on  the  proposed  site  of  the  dam  and  associated  poten- 
tial problems.   From  long  experience,  it  is  known  that  gypsiferous 
soils  and  collapsible  soils  will  definitely  have  an  adverse 
affect  on  project  construction  costs.   Also,  high  summer  temper- 
atures of  the  valley  indicate  a  potential  for  soil  dessication 
and  subsequent  cracking. 


Soil  Conservation  Service,  Phoenix.  Arizona 

Response  23-1 

The  Soils  section  is  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  general  soils 
information  for  the  areas  including  the  Alton  coal  lease  area  the  central 
Utah  and  southwestern  Wyoming  coal  fields,  and  the  Mojave  Desert.  During  the 
scoping  process,  designed  according  to  CEQ  regulations  on  implementing  NEPA 
certain  environmental  elements,  including  soils  were  found  to  be  of  minor' 
concern  and  were  treated  with  considerably  less  emphasis  in  the  environmental 
impact  statement  (with  the  exception  of  reclamation  of  soils  and  lands  asso- 
ciated with  coal  mining).  Mitigating  measures  and  standard  operating  pro- 
cedures (Appendix  6)  were  designed  to  minimize  as  much  as  possible  the 
impacts  to  soils  during  the  construction  and  operation  of  any  project-related 
components. 

Response  23-2 

The  Land  Use,  Land  Use  Plans  and  Controls  section  of  Chapter  3  in  the 
final  EIS  addresses  your  concern  by  indicating  that  there  is  no  prime  farm- 
land that  would  be  significantly  impacted  in  the  affected  environment. 

Response  23-3 

As  stated  in  Response  23-1,  impacts  to  soils  were  found  to  be  of  minor 
concern  according  to  scoping  procedures  and  were  treated  with  considerably 
less  emphasis. 

Response  23-4 

The  original  water  project  design  was  researched  by  the  Bureau  of  Recla- 
mation under  the  guise  of  the  Oixie  Project  in  the  late  1960s  and  early 
1970s.  Engineering  and  environmental  constraints  were  researched  at  that 
time.  Warner  Valley  water  project  specific  reports  are  available  fro™  the 
Washington  County  Water  Conservancy  District  (Interim  Design  Report  on  Warner 
Valley  Water  Project.  Bingham  Engineering,  197?;  Warner  Valley  Water  Project 
Environmental  Data,  1975).  These  reports  were  used  in  the  preparation  of 
this  EIS.  Problems  such  as  gypsiferous  soils  and  soil  dessication  could  be 
(litigated  with  special  engineering  procedures. 


District   Manager,    BLM 


I 


General  Comments: 

a.  Wind  erosion  may  be  somewhat  of  a  problem  along  the 
slurry  line.   This  should  be  recognized  and  mitigation 
measures  identified. 

b.  Kanab  Creek,  besides  having  aquatic  values,  supplies 
water  to  the  irrigation  companies  in  Kanab  and  Fredonia. 
Alton  Coal  Mine  could  potentially  become  a  point  source 
of  pollution  for  this  creek.   It  is  suggested  that  mea- 
sures to  prevent  this  from  happeninq  be  addressed  more 
fully  in  the  EIS. 


Response  23-5 

Your  concerns  are  recognized  in  the  final  EIS  and  would  be  mitigated  to 
the  greatest  extent  practical  with  the  application  of  litigating  measures  and 
standard  operating  procedures  (Appendix  6). 

Response  23-6 

Specific  mitigation  required  to  prevent  pollution  to  Kanab  Creek  cannot 
be  addressed  until  a  mine  plan  is  submitted.  At  this  point,  however,  provi- 
sions of  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977  would  require 
identification  and  implementation  of  Mitigating  measures. 


Thank  you  again  for  giving  us  the  chance  to  review  this  document.   If  you  have 
need  of  more  information,  please  contact  Gus  Dornbusch  in  my  office.   The  number 
is  602-261-6711. 

Sincerely, 


;/s&2a'J»JJw* 


Acting 


Thomas  G.  Rockenbaugh 
State  Conservationist 
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Mr.   and  Hrs.    Perry  A.   Ahmad 

Response  24-1 

Your  views  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  Baking  process. 


Antelope  Island  Press 


® 


August  11,  1980 


Mr.  Morgan  Jensen 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  724 

1579  North  Main  Street 

Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 


-  2  - 

The  proposed  Warner  Valley  Water  Project  can  be  built  without 
the  entire  power  plant  being  constructed  and,  while  Utah  would 
have  to  foot  the  entire  bill  rather  than  paying  only  k   of  the 
cost,  I  feel  it  is  a  price  that  the  state  will  be  willing  to  pay. 

May  I  urge,  you  then  Mr.  Jensen  to  think  In  the  long  term  interests 
of  this  area  and  support  Alternative  5.  It  will,  over  the  long  haul, 
provide  the  greatest  benefits  at  the  lowest  financial,  social  and 
environmental  cost. 


Sincerely, 
Carol  Olwell 


Ul 


Dear  Mr.  Jensen, 

I  was  a  resident  erf  Northern  Utah  for  17  years  and  have  been  a 
resident  of  Southern  Utah  for  1  year.  I  am  writing  to  express 
my  opposition  to  the  proposed  Allen  Warner  Valley  System. 

The  projected  population  increase  in  Southwestern  Utah  will 
require  an  increased  energy  and  water  capacity  in  the  coming  years; 
the  Allen  Warner  Valley  Energy  System  is  expected  to  fill  both 
needs.  I  feel  however  that  its  price  is  too  high,  and  that  there 
are  alternatives. 
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Our  efforts  should  be  bent  toward  developing  renewable  energy 
resources  now-  not  when  the  coal  runs  out.  Our  coal  supplies 
should  be  held"  in  trust"  for  future  generations  in  making 
medicines  and  in  chemical  processes  for  which  there  aire  no  sub- 
stitutes. It  is  irresponsible  for  us  to  squander  it  on  the 
generation  of  electrical  energy  when  we  can  create  that  energy  by 
other  means.  Southern  Utah,  Southern  Nevada  and  Southern  California 
are  all  prime  sites  for  the  development  of  solar  energy. 


Carol  Olwell,  St.  George,  Utah 

Response  25-1 

In  the  final  EIS  refer  to  the  Air  Quality  sections  in  Chapter  4  for 
information  concerning  acid  rain  and  the  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  sections 
in  Chapter  4  for  a  discussion  on  tourism. 

Response  25-2 

A  brief  discussion  of  the  Warner  Valley  water  project  being  constructed 
without  the  Warner  Valley  powerplant  is  presented  in  the  Introduction  of  the 
Summary,  and  in  the  Warner  Valley  Water  Project  section  under  Alternative  2 
of  Chapter  2  in  the  final  EIS. 


Post  Office  Box  220        St.  George,  Utah  84770         Tele:   (801) -673-6093 


1272  Harrison  Ave. 

Salt  like  City,    Utah  8/.105 

August  11,   1980 


® 


Kr.   y.zr?an  Jensen 
List.-ict  Kinagcr 
Eurc-u  of  L.nd  ".nagement 
Ccd>r  City,   Utah  EJ.720 


Alan  Miller,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

Response  26-1 

Economics  (i.e.,  cost-benefit  analyses)  is  just  one  of  several  criteria 
that  are  used  in  the  evaluation  of  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives.  The 
EIS  is  designed  to  focus  on  the  probable  and  possible  impacts  to  the  elements 
of  the  environment,  including  air  quality,  water  resources,  etc. 


Deir  Sir: 

TMs  letter  briefly  conveys  ny  thoughts  about  the  Allen-A'arner  Valley  Energy  Sy3tem, 
and   I  would  like  it  to  be  included  in  the  final  environmental  statement  for  the  aWVES. 

(1)  Tre  rcreral  policy  of  trying  to  meet  this  nation's  energy  needs  by  building  more 
*r.d  -ore  co^l-firci  po.-er  plant3  has  never  been  all  that  convincing,   especially  when 
cr.e  lco'<s  at  the  K-Zird3  of  coil  emissions,  and  the  cleaner  alternatives.    In  this 
specific  ir.star.ee,   even  the  California  Energy  Conrrdssion  has  put  forth  an  alternative 
proposal  th-t  c^lls  for  an  increasing  reliance  on  enrgy  sources  other  than  coal, 

(2)  Even  if  ncro  coal-fired  power  plants  were  a  good  thing,  why  do  they  have  to  spring 
up  vUy-nilly  wherever  so-e  nroup  spies  out  attractive  econo:nics?  I  submit  that  econ- 
omics sho-jld  only  be  one  of  several  equally  important  criteria,  and  that  it  is  literally 
terrlfyir,;;  to  know  that  Utah  International  wants  to  take  coal  just  four  short  miles 
froa  Eryce  Canyon  National  Park. 

(3)  Given  w*vit  I  have  Indicated  in  1  and  2,   I  would  like  to  ask  you  to  select 
Alternative  5  to  the  aWES,  i.e.,  The  Energy  Conservation  and  Alternate  Energy 
Sources  Alternative. 


Thank  Tou, 


e^Wk 


Alan  Miller 


1931  South  2500  East 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84108 

August  10,  1980 


Mr.  Morgan  Jensen 

Distric-  lia  a£.er 

pureau  of  Lar.C  i^na^enent 

r.C.   Box  724 

1579  Kortr.  !lain  Street 

Ceiar  City,   'JJnli  847?0 

Dear  Sir, 

I  have  recently  been  Informed  about  the  Allen-Warner  Valley 
a-.ercy  Sycter,      I  feel  that  alternative  energy  resources . such  as  solar, 
wind  or  gcotVerr-al  aro  available  and  at  1c3h   the  coot  than  tho  Allen- 
Warner  Valley  Cystcn. 

Utah  is  fortunate  enough  to  have  two  of  the  nation's  n:ost  noteworthy 
carycns,  Zionfj:  and  3ryce.     Dust  froD  strip  mining  operations  in  tho  Alton 
Kills  could  obscure  the  visual  ranee  of  Eryoo  Canyon's  Yovimpa  Toint  by  64;S. 

Utah  and  i'ovada  are   two  of  the  drlust    states  in  the  nation. 
Pulping  1t,C0O  acre  feet  of  ground  water  yearly  for  the  slurry  lines  could 
adversely  affect  existing  water  rights  to  several  wells  and  springs,  vital 
to  area  residents. 

Please  select  the  Energy  and  Alternative  Energy  Sources  Alternative. 
This  alternative  will  provide  a  greater  yield  of  energy  at  less  the  coot 
and  will  alco  preserve  our  beautiful  canyonlanda. 

Please  lr.cludo  this  letter  and  all  others  concerning  this  issue  in 
the  final  environmental  statement  end  decision  making  process. 

Sincerely  Yours, 


© 


Lisa  Bowen,  Salt  lake  City,  Utah 

Response  27-1 

The  availability  of  alternate  energy  sources  is  addressed  under  Alterna- 
tive 5  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS.  Comparative  .costs,  though  not  a  part 
of  the  analysis  in  the  text,  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  process. 

Response  27-2 

Refer  to  the  Air  Quality  section  under  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the 
final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of  potential  impacts  to  Bryce  Canyon  National 
Park. 

Response  27-3 

Your  concerns  are  addressed  in  the  Ground  Water  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry 
section,  Water  Resources  under  Alternative  1  in  the  final  EIS. 


Lisa  Bowen 
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/  fw.kV(,  —  Molt, 

Crai3  B.  Rayle,  Green  River.  Utah 

Response  28-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 
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Leon  Werdinger 

Response  29-1 

Your  views  will  be  considered  in  the  final  decision  Baking  process. 
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ARIZONA    GAME    &    FISH    DEPARTMENT 

August   7,    1980 


District  Manager 

Cedar  City  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  724 

Cedar  City,  Utah   84720 


Dear  Sir: 


REF: 


1792  AWV 
(U-921) 


The  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  Draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  has  been  reviewed  by  our  office,  and 
we  offer  for  your  consideration  the  following  comments: 

The  Warner  Valley  Water  Project 

Many  of  our  concerns  with  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy 
System  involve  the  Warner  Valley  Water  Project.   We  believe 
this  water  project  will  caunc  significant  adverse  impacts  to 
the  woundfin  (Plagopterus    argenti ssimus! ,  the  roundtail  chub 
(Gila    robusta    semlnuda),    and  downstream  wetland  and  riparian 
vegetation. 


imiting  factor  of  the  woundfin  is  modification 
tat  (U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  1979). 
iginal  distribution  of  the  woundfin  (including 
t,  Gila,  and  Colorado  River  systems)  have  been 
bitat  modifications  resulting  from  water  stor- 

facilities  (Minckley  1969,  1973;  U.S.  Fish 
vice,  1979).   We  believe  the  Warner  Valley 
11  have  similar  results,  further  decreasing 
distribution  of  both  the  woundfin  and  the 
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We  expect  that  the  Project  will  adversely  impact  down- 
stream water  quality.   Decreased  stream  flow,  as  a  result  of 
the  water  project,  is  expected  to  increase  water  temperatures 
downstream  from  the  project.   Since  water  temperatures 
approaching  30°  C.  appear  to  be  undesirable  for  woundfin,  post- 
project  temperatures  may  prove  limiting  to  woundfin  reproduction 
and  survival. 
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Furthermore,  decreased  stream  flows  will  result  in  an 
increase  in  salinity  of  waters  downstream  from  the  water  pro- 
ject.  It  is  uncertain  how  much  of  an  increase  in  salinity  the 
woundfin  and  the  roundtail  chub  could  tolerate  without  being 
adversely  affected. 

The  woundfin,  which  is  highly  adapted  to  high  turbidities, 
favors  silty  streams  with  sandy,  moving  bottoms  and  avoids 
clear  water.   We  believe  that  the  Project  will  change  these 
habitat  conditions  by  causing  a  decrease  in  the  suspended 
sediments  downstream  of  the  diversion.   This  change  would 
produce  unfavorable  habitat  conditions  for  the  woundfin  while 
improving  conditions  for  exotic  species.   Exotic  species 
would  then  be  able  to  more  successfully  compete  with  and  prey 
upon  the  woundfin. 

Another  concern  is  the  possibility  for  additional 
introductions  of  exotic  species  into  the  Virgin  River.   It 
is  expected  that  stocking  of  exotic  species  into  the  Warner 
Valley  Reservoir  will  result  in  introductions  of  these  species 
into  the  river. 

We  also  express  concern  over  the  impacts  the  Warner 
Valley  Water  Project  may  impose  to  downstream  wetland  and 
riparian  vegetation.   Decreased  flows  resulting  from  this 
project  may  create  a  loss  of  wetland  and  riparian  habitat, 
critical  to  many  wildlife  species. 

The  Coal  Slurryline  and  Electrical  Transmission  System 

Concerning  the  slurryline  proposals,  we  support  the 
planned  revegetation  of  wetland/riparian  habitat  at  the  Virgin 
River  crossing.   This  practice  is  essential  to  check  erosion 
and  restore  this  critical  habitat  type. 

However,  we  are  concerned  regarding  the  proposed  design 
of  the  slurry  pipe  at  the  Virgin  River  crossing.   We  believe 
the  potential  spill  volume  of  .02  acre-ft  (6,500  gallons) 
can  and  should  be  reduced  with  the  use  of  hydrostatic  monitors 
and  remotely  operable  valves  located  on  both  sides  of  the  river. 
We  believe  that  a  coal  slurry  spill  of  .02  acre-ft  into  the 
Virgin  River  would  significantly  impact  sensitive  species  in 
both  the  Virgin  River  and  Lake  Mead. 

A  concern  not  addressed  in  the  Draft  EIS  is  the  possible 
impact  imposed  on  Desert  Bighorn  Sheep  by  the  construction  of 
I  the  slurryline  and  electrical  transmission  system.   There  is 
an  ongoing  reintroduction  of  bighorn  sheep  near  the  proposed 
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route  of  the  coal  slurryline  and  electrical  transmission  lines. 
Construction  activities  in  this  area  may  prevent  bighorn  sheep 
from  watering  at  the  Virgin  River,  as  well  as  disrupt  the 
lambing  season.   To  avoid  such  impacts,  construction  should  not 
take  place  from  January  -  May  in  the  area  north  of  the  Paiute 
Primitive  Area. 

Increased  ORV  access,  as  a  result  of  construction  of  the 
slurryline  and  electrical  transmission  system,  could  be 
minimized  if  the  same  access  roads  and  staging  areas  used  in 
the  construction  of  the  Navajo-McCullough  transmission  line 
were  used  in  the  construction  of  the  new  facilities.   We 
prefer  that  these  existing  developments  be  used,  wherever 
possible. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  document. 

Sincerely, 
Robert  A.  Jantzen,  Director 


Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department,  Phoenix,  Arizona 

Response  30-1 

The  USFWS  has  submitted  its  biological  opinion  concerning  the  woundfin 
minnow  and  the  Virgin  River  roundtail  chub.  The  impacts  to  these  species 
resulting  from  diversions  of  water  from  the  Virgin  River  can  be  found  in  the 
Wildlife:  Species  of  Concern  section  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in  the 
final  EIS. 

Response  30-2 

It  is  likely  that  exotic  fish  species  would  be  introduced  into  the 
Warner  Valley  reservoir.  The  impacts  of  these  species  upon  the  woundfin 
minnow  and  the  Virgin  River  roundtail  chub  were  outlined  in  the  biological 
opinion  and  the  Technical  Assistance  Report  provided  by  the  USFWS.  This 
information  can  be  found  in  the  Wildlife:  Species  of  Concern  section  under 
Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 

Response  30-3 

The  effects  of  the  Warner  Valley  water  project  were  discussed  in  the 
biological  opinion  and  the  Technical  Assistance  Report  provided  by  the  USFWS 
(incorporated  in  the  final  EIS).  Minimum  flows  recommended  by  USFWS  to 
maintain  woundfin  habitat  would  allow  for  maintenance  of  present  riparian 
habitat. 


o 


Steve  K.  Ferrell       £?5<J 
Habitat  Evaluation  Specialist 
Kingman  Regional  Office 


Don  Hetz,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Phoenix 
State  Clearinghouse   80-80-0044 


Response  30-4 

The  use  of  hydrostatic  monitors  and  remotely  operable  valves  is  part  of 
the  standard  operating  procedures  outlined  by  the  proponent  for  Virgin  River 
crossings.  This  can  be  found  in  Appendix  6,  Water  Resources,  Mitigating 
Measure  3. 

Response  30-5 

Appendix  4,  the  Applicants'  Proposed  Design  and  Operating  Procedures, 
discusses  measures  to  be  taken  in  order  to  minimize  the  impacts  of  construc- 
tion of  powerlines  on  bighorn  sheep.  This  can  be  found  in  Appendix  4,  Wild- 
life, Mitigating  Measure  3. 

Response  30-6 

The  double  circuit  345-kV  Warner  to  Pecos  transmission  line  would  run 
parallel  and  adjacent  to  the  existing  500-kV  Navajo-McCullough  transmission 
line.  Therefore,  ORV  access  would  not  increase  in  previously  inaccessible 
areas.  ORV  access  would  increase  along  the  proposed  coal  slurry  pipeline 
route  because  it  would  not  run  parallel  and  adjacent  to  any  existing  utility 
corridors  and  additional  roads  and  staging  areas  would  be  required  for  con- 
struction. 
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Richard  S.    Cutler 

Response  31-1 

Your  discussion  of  this  natter  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  In  the 
final  decision  Baking  process. 
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Peter  F.  Singer,  Salt  Lake  City.  Utah 


$4-3  5o  I  c30  E. 


Response  32-1  . 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  Baking 

process. 
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Hr.  Martin  P.  Schweizer.  Salt  Lake  City.  Utah 

Response  33-1 

Your  discussion  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  Baking 
process.  See  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of  iepacts  that 
would  result  froa  the  various  alternatives. 
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Rodger  Hurry.  Butler.   Pennsylvania 


Sincerely   yo«irs 


Response  34-1 

Your  concerns  on  this  matter  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 
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James  Kay.  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 


Response  35-1 

Yor  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making  pro- 
cess. See  the  Air  Quality  section  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in  the 
final  EIS  for  updated  information. 
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Ben  Hates 

Response  36-1 

Your  views  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  Baking  process. 
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JON  W.  BEATTY 

IWI.  DECATUR  «» 

US  VEGAS,  NEVADA  19101 
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Jon  W.  Beatty,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

Response  37-1 

Refer  to  the  discussion  of  the  energy  needs  of  the  AWV  participants  in 
the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final 
EIS.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  California  utilities  are  considering  sev- 
eral coal-fired  powerplants  in  addition  to  the  AWV  project  and  these  other 
powerplants  are  proposed  for  siting  in  California.  (See  the  discussion  of 
Alternative  6  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS.) 

Response  37-2 

The  proposed  Alton  strip  mine,  located  approximately  4  to  6  miles  from 
Yovimpa  Point,  would  be  a  major  visual  intrusion.  Mining  activities  would 
generate  dust,  noise,  and  air  pollutants  that  would  impact  recreational  and 
aesthetic  values  in  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park  by  reducing  air  quality  and 
visibility.   Refer  to  revised  Air  Quality  sections  in  Chapter  4. 

Emissions  from  the  Warner  Valley  powerplant,  located  approximately  20 
miles  southwest  of  Zion  National  Park,  could  decrease  the  visual  range  in  th* 
park.  For  more  details,  see  Response  22-16  and  the  Recreation  and  Aesthetics 
sections  of  Chapter  4  In  the  final  EIS. 
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U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION 

~^^S  MGlON  tICMI 

)\  Utah  Division 

-~\K  P.O.  Box     11563 

-P  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah    84147 


August  13,  1980 


Federal  Highway  Administration,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

Response  38-1 

See  the  Alternative  3  section  of  the  Summary,  the  Coal  Transport  Systew 
section  under  Alternative  3  in  Chapter  2,  and  the  Alton  Coal  Fields  section 
under  Land  Use,  Land  Use  Plans  and  Controls,  Alternative  3  in  Chapter  4  of 
the  final  EIS.  The  truck  coal  transportation  route  has  been  modified  to 
limit  use  of  State  and  Federal  highways,  and  to  bypass  towns  and  cities. 


HBR-UT 


Oistrict  Manager 

Cedar  City  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  724 

Cedar  City,  Utah     84720 


Wick's  memorandum  dated  June  23,   1980, 
the  draft  environmental   impact  statement  for  the 
rgy  System. 

atement  Indicates  (p.   2-31   and  p.  4-114)  that 
tation  system,  coal   would  be  moved  by  rail   and 
t  the  railroad  with  its  existing  trackage  can 
e   in  traffic  without  any  new  construction, 
scussion  regarding  the  transportation  of  coal 
to  the  upgrading  of  the  affected  roads  to 
ed  truck  traffic  appears  to  be  too  general. 


Dear  Sir: 

Reference  is  made  to  Mr 
requesting  comments  on 
Allen-Warner  Valley  Ene 

" A  brief  review  of  the  s 
under  the  coal  transpor 
truck'.  '<■  appears  tha 
ar-cji^-jdate  the  increas 
"jwever,  the  limited  di 
by  trucks  with  respect 
accomodate  the  increas 

It  is  suggested  that  some  discussion  be  added  to  ^^^^gj*!' 
types  of  Improvements  to  the  road  system  are  proposed.     The  statement 
f-9    o     A4-7)   that  "all   primary  and  secondary  access  roads  to  punt 
sites  and  the  coal   mine  shall    be  paved"  may  not  be  enough       Complete 
sections  may  have  to  be  rebuilt.     Routes  through  or  near  the  various 
towns  and  cities  may  require  by-passes  to  reduce  the  effect  of  the  air 
and  noise  pollution  caused  by  the  trucks.     Finally,  with  respect 
to  the  various  types  of  road  improvements  that  will   be  necessary  during 
and  after  construction,  the  statement  should  also  contain  an  explanation 
of  how  these  Improvements  will   be  financed. 

He  trust  these  comments  may  aid  you  in  the  final   preparation  of  the 
environmental  statement  and  appreciate  the  opportunity  of  this  review. 

Sincerely  yours, 


(     George  W.  Bohn 

Division  Administrator 
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Pamela  Isioin,  Baker.  Oregon 

"""Tu/Vo'ncerns  on  this  natter  will  be  considered  in  the  final  decision 
making  process. 


/fr%    Hers**    Sens** 
Vara*   **   luJ  /****«-*+ 

pax    t**    *"«***,  . 

f  an.     a>ri4*%     y°«    &h<erv>m<i    TAb 

,rf.~j  *  t&  v>*»  **  <"""'  ""  '  ,, 

Th  a/A,   G4**t-»u~+Ti   , 


as 
oo 


£000    j*/'*'    t**  ""*u7 

,  i         ,i  £.v     iCv    //e     coo./    s/urry  A« 

„     rW  T    AJ   *&    <*r  •#»**»" 

,mf*~'  «-"»    mU  *"M  '^Z    ") 
kyArtj  m*J  a»<J   t.Ur  •»**%*>  T&    ?**>"*' 


>ffht    \*tf/     6^5^    o-fi  7*<&     *>Aer%y   **"*$ 
jo      CJArn.a,A+      t&*     Uf/   t& 

Sincere//  yours; 
fol    W.  /Z*//,»s 


Karl  W.  Fuelling,  Escalante,  Utah 

Response  40-1 

Your  views  on  this  matter  will  be  considered  In  the  decision  Baking 
process. 

Response  40-2 

Refer  to  the  discussion  of  Alternative  4  In  Chapters  2  and  4  in  the 
final  EIS.  This  alternative  was  developed  by  BLM  based  on  CEC  reports  and 
publications,  and  on  Information  provided  by  CPUC,  which  was  developed  In  the 
Certificate  of  Convenience  and  Necessity  hearings  to  answer  the  application 
by  PG&E  and  SCE  for  their  participation  in  the  AWV  project. 


czx 


J4yu*£  AS,  Mo 


© 


izar 


\ 


/Fir.    ^Je^sc/if 

JZr\     tvouarcCs    ?fb   -6 Ac  /e££ar   -Hi  or   X. 


rzcao<zcL  -tor  rn/n/n  o  an    any  or  /r\y  prop  zHy/ 
AJnzrz  -2T    own    m/A&r/t/  or  ^ur/ace.  r'tah/s, 
~L     wo  ACT  appose    sn/n/nf  or  eons-frae.hor\ 
UJork   on  rfr. 

<&hou/J  6e.  opana.cL  qo  axe/.   JCa/n     //? 
eornp/efe    -favor   o-F  /•£, 


^-X: 


Trevor  Leach,  Kanab,  Utah 

Response  41-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  constdered  In  the  decision  making 
process. 


® 


August  lh,   I960 
Mr.   liorcan  Jensen 


DL'J 


Ple8se  include  this  letter  In  the  final  environmental  DtsUr-nt 
and  decision  miking  process  for  the  Aiierr-iT«rner  **nergy  Syatea. 


District  1'inaeer 
P.0.Box72li 
1?70  N  Vain  St. 
Cedar  City,   UT  8ii720 

Dear  Mr.  Jensen* 


This  energy  system  would  be  wasteful,  extravagant,  unneedsd,   and  danat»ing.     Other  energy  sources 
ouch  as  solar,  lrind,  biomnss.    and  conservation  could  Drovide  no  re  energy  at  less  cost  in  t*"B  s*ne 
time  period  as  the  Allen-Earner  "nergy  ^stera  and  not  be  d^aariiw.falso  coRer.eration). 

Its  legality  is  Questionable  as  it  would(erri5sions  fro-  it)  violate  the  Class  I  air     Quality  stand- 
ards of  Zion  National  Park  nhil?   strin  minint  dust  fron  strip  rdr.es  in  the  Alton  Hills  wc-ld 
reduce  visibility  at  Bryce  Canyon's  Vavirpa  Point  overlook  by  6h%.  To  produce  the  sa-«  arount  of 
•norr;y  coal  is  evon  more    toxic   than  the  »ar>J    :  -ount  of  uranium  ore.      A  uninuely  beautiful  area  wouli 
permanently  scarred  for  a  transient  energy  source  which  would  be  soon  rnent- 

Dtah  is  tb?»qecond  driest  state— slu  ry  Unas  take  tat£e  amounts  of  w»ter  rhich  Utah  DCSS  !,'"?  l'X"i. 
^Whv  should  m  depri  od  of  much  of  its  scanty  water  supply  so  it  can  caia  slurry  and  be  exerted  to 

Fle0se  choose  Alternative  5  which  be  more  economical  and  not  dajraelne.     it  would  Drovide  rore 
energv  at  lesr  cost  than  the  AUen-«arner  Valle-  aner^T  Svstem  without  ruininc  our  beautiful  land  or 
depriving  utah  of  its  much  needed  waterv-*ll  for  an  energy  eource  which  is  Lrperaa-ent. 

-.»  tn,i-  •**'*  rA*~t/+ps 

t,  i  l&.  o  PP»,VW:  tWersfteK-  r***^*****  «*  Ate*!**;*  a*'.**  **r»*. 


Ethel  W.  Thornily.  Detroit.  Michigan 

Response  42-1 

Your  concerns  on  this  natter  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the 
decision  making  process. 
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August  15,  1980 


Cedar  City   31X 

P.O.  Box  1ZK 

Cedar  City,  UT  8*1720 


Dear  SLKl 


tl  vi&A   *i*<«  to  ma'.e 
I  would  ll-<e  to  6eo 
This  would  facilltat 


e  the  foliivir.g  comments  on  the  Aller.-'..'arner  draft  EISI 
a  separate  list  of  the  tables  in  the  table  of  contents, 
e  referencing  this  data. 


s 


I  am  concerned  that  the  affects  of  alternatives  l-<*  are  not  clearly  related 
to  wilderness  study  areas  and  the  affects  on  then.  There  needs  to  be  a  detailed 
analysis  in  the  te:<t,  not  Just  a  repetition  of  the  sane  statement  in  tho  tables. 
=esi"-?e3,  this  state- ont  only  relates  to  the  transmission  lines  in  California, 
and  dees  n:t  if&ress   the  fact  that  alternative  1  (  coal  slurry  line)  goes 
through  3  IJA' s  in  Vtah  and  Ilev^da.  y.ore  than  Just  a  change  in  -IM  sctnlc 
ratir-s  will  occur  and  the  loss  cf  wilderness  values  needs  to  be  analysed. 
I  sawno  co-.-.ents  on  mitigating  tho  disturbance  tho  slurry  line  would  have. 

"The  r.ost  serious  fault  of  the  whole  document  is  the  question  of  timing. 
The  iW.   is  trying   to  get  this  project  analysed  before  a  great  deal  of  essential 
data  Is  available.  The  most  crucial  C«S-SSioB  is  the  CFUC  study  for  the  need 
for  power.  Haw  can  these  alternatives  be  considered  real  when  the  CTUC  study 
will  not   •  av.-lle'-le  until  arier  the  l!13  releases  it's  flml  EIS.  1  find  it 
difficult  to  Lm-ossible  to  fairly  evaluate  these  alternatives  when  the  underlying 
assertion  in  the  whole  document  is  that  the  coal  is  essential  now.  The  lack 
of  any  analysis  that  California  take  care  of  their  own  energy  needs  is  a  serious 
Cviissior.. 

'The  need  for  power  is  unbalanced.  I  found  no  reference  to  the  recent  downward 
projections  for  po-er  in  southern  California.  Cogeneration  alone,  from  CEC 
figures,  will  create  so  much  extra  power  as  to  make  this  whole  project 
unnecessary.  The  matrix  of  criteria  for  including  an  alternative  for  analysis 
puts  undo  e-.phas's  on  developing  Alton  coal. 

"To  go  along  with  the  above  I  feel  that  alternatives  5  »nd  6  need  to  expanded 
so  that  a  balanced  list  of  alternatives  can  be  examined.  Ho  positive  comments 
are  found  in  the  docu-.ent  for  either  of  these  two  alternatives.  Tot  there  ire 
uany  plusses  for  conservation.  The  protection  of  traditional  life  styles,  clean 
air,  continued  growth  in  the  tourist  sector,  ecosystem  preservation,  no  boom 
town  crises  for  snail  governments  to  cope  with,  continued  water  availability 
for  ranching,  and  not  makinr  southern  Utah  a  national  sacrifice  area  are  all 
positive  benefits  to  be  had  from  alternatives  5  and  6.  Without  an  examination 
or  these  positive  affectB,  this  document  does  not  live  up  to  NEPA  requirements 

_for  an  EIS. 

The  use  of  worst  case  analysis  is  inpnsistent  throughout  the  analysis  of 
alternatives  l-<».   Alternative  1   specifically  needs  to  clearly   spell  out 
the  very  real  potential  of  an  ecological  disaster  if  this  project  goes  through. 
When  data  is  lacking,  especially  for  such  crucial  areas  as  air  quality  and 
water  availability,  the  worse  case  needs  to  be  clearly  spelled  out.  The  question 
of  the  synergistic  affects  of  putting  more  and  more  coal  burning  plants  in 
the  Great  Saein  region  is  not  even  mentioned. 


'for  the  above  reasons,  I  feel  that  this  document  does  not  fulfill  the  NEPA 
and  CEC,  guidelines.    I  therefore  submit  that  this  EIS  be  "done   taWlJ" 
rfter  theCHJC  study  ie  complete,  the  OSH  has  ruled  on^&iit.bllity  petition, 


and  more  water  data  is  available.  Only  after  these  cAlcal  areas  have  been 

addressed  in  greater  detail  can  there  be  a  balanced  presentation  of     the 
choices  for  Alton  coal.     At  the  present,  the  underlying  assumption  in  the 
docu-.ent   is  that  this   coal  needs   to  be  extracted   as   rapidly  as   possible. 
The  BLM  has  a  responilbllty  to  the  public  to  eliminate  this  assumption 
froa  thie  document.   If  this  does  not  occur,  the  document  is  worthless. 


Sincerely      yours , 

Fudi  Lanbrechtse 
P.O.   ^ox  72 
Bellenont,  AZ  86015 


T* 


Rudi  lambrechtse,  Bellemont,  Arizona 


Response  43-1 

As  suggested,  a  list  of  tables  Is  included  near  the  end  of  the  table  of 
contents  in  the  final  EIS. 

Response  43-2 

Mitigating  measures  for  minimizing  possible  disturbances  created  by  the 
proposed  coal  slurry  pipeline  can  be  found  in  Appendix  4,  Applicants'  Pro- 
posed Design  and  Operating  Procedures,  and  Appendix  6,  Standard  Operating 
Procedures.  The  status  of  wilderness  inventory  in  Utah  has  been  revised  to 
reflect  updates  in  the  wilderness  review  process.  The  proposed  coal  slurry 
pipeline  is  not  routed  through  any  wilderness  instant  study  areas  in  Utah  or 
Nevada.  The  pipeline  would  also  not  pass  through  any  wilderness  inventory 
units  in  Nevada. 

The  Wilderness  section  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS  provides  an  anal- 
ysis of  impacts  on  wilderness  inventory  units. 

Response  43-3 

BLM  has  been  working  in  close  cooperation  with  CPUC  in  the  preparation 
of  the  AWV  EIS.  Although  the  final  decision  by  CPUC  will  not  be  made  con- 
cerning the  participation  of  California  utilities  until  December  16,  1980, 
the  CPUC  staff  position  is  included  in  the  AWV  final  EIS.  See  Response  22-1 
and  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the 
final  EIS. 

Response  43-4 

Your  concern  about  the  energy  needs  of  the  applicants  is  discussed  in 
the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  of  Chapter  1  in  the  final 
EIS.  Alternative  5  (Energy  Conservation  and  the  Development  of  Alternative 
Energy  Sources)  was  selected  and  analyzed  as  a  viable  alternative  to  the 
applicants'  proposal,  passed  the  screening  criteria,  and  is  analyzed  in  the 
EIS. 

Response  43-5 

The  text  concerning  Alternatives  5  and  6  is  changed  in  Chapter  4  of  the 
final  EIS  in  response  to  this  content. 


Response  43-6 

Where  data  ts  incomplete  or  not  available,  a  worst-case  analysis  has 
been  performed.  These  worst-case  analyses  are  more  clearly  identified  in 
Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS.  Cumulative  impacts  to  air  quality  are  discussed 
in  the  Chapter  4,  Air  Quality,  Cumulative  Impacts  section  of  the  final  EIS. 

Response  43-7 

BLM  does  not  make  the  assumption  "that  this  coal  needs  to  be  extracted 
as  rapidly  as  possible."  This  document  analyzes  the  impacts  that  would 
result  from  the  applicants'  proposal  (Alternative  1)  and  several  viable 
alternatives.  Three  (Alternatives  4,  5,  and  6)  of  the  six  alternatives 
involve  no  mining  activity  in  the  Alton  coal  lease  area.  Also  refer  to  the 
Assumptions  and  Analyses  Guidelines  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  and 
Response  43-3. 

August    15,    1980 

Box   2578 

Jacltson,    Wyoming  83001 


Kr.   yorsan   JenseB 
BU- 
Box   72'* 
Cedar  City 


Utah   31*720 


® 


Dear   Sin 

I  am  writing  to  oppose  the  Allen-7/arner  Valley  Energy 
Syate^i.  There  are  many  environmental  concerns  v/hich  are  the  origin 
of  this  opposition.  Th°  natural  resources  of  Southern  Utah  are 
too  valuable  to  be  rr.arred  by  short-sighted  energy  development 
which  -i"velopment  could  be  made  completely  unnecessary  by  simple 
conservation. 

The  proposed   Alton  Coal  field  is  too  close  to  Bryce  Canyon 
•rational  Fark.  The  vistas  from  the  park  overlooks  would  be  un- 
sightly with  this  coal  field  there.  1  have  enjoyed  these  vistas 
many  tiTes  and  v/ould  be  upset  to  say  the  least  to  look  out  on  a 
strip  nine. 

Froposed  slurry  lines  for  this  coal  would  use  too  much 
of  Utah's  precious  wat°r,  probably  adversely  affecting  local  springs 

and  water  supplies.  The  slurry  lines  traverse  fragile  desert  ecology 
which  is  too  sensitive  to  allow  spills, etc.  Moreover,  the  air 

quality  in  Zion  "atior.al  Fark,  v/hich  is  supposed  to  remain  pristine, 

v/ould  probably  be  adversely  affected.. 

I  urge  the  Elv  to  select  Alternative  5,  the  Energy  Con- 
servation and  Alternate  Energy  Sources  Alternative.   This  alter- 
native will  produce  a  greater  yield  in  energy  at  less  cost  thaitin 
the  Allen-v/arner  Valley  system..   I  respectfully  request  that  this 
letter  be  a  part  of  the  final  environmental  statement.  Thank  you. 

Sincerely  yours. 


JU-< 


J.   Ton  Collier.  Jr.,  H.D..  Jackson.  Wyoming  J»   Tom  Collier ,. Jr.  .M.D. 

Response  44-1 

Your  views  on  ' 
slon  aaking  process. 


Response  44-1 

Your  views  on  this  Batter  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  In  the  decl 


® 


4226  Katheus  l.'ay 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

84117 

August  14,  19?0 


Mr.  Vor'*nn  Jen3en 
District  vonaqer,  BLM 
P.O.Box  724 
1579  North  Koln  Street 
Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 


C 


Dear  Sir: 

We  strongly  ur»e  your  selection  of  Alternative  5  in  order  to 
preserve  class  1  air  quality  in  Bryce  and  Zion  National  Parks 
and  to  save  ground  water. 

lours  Truly, 


lours  xruiy,  i 


L.H.  Hagar.  Salt  Lake  City.  Utah 

Response  45-1 

Your  view  1s  noted  and  will  be  considered  In  the  decision  Baking  process. 
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!S&v  United  SUtei 


gUCcj  Department  ot 
^Sk^  Agriculture 


Soji  4012  Federal   Building 

Conservation  125  South  State  Street 

Service  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84138 


r-0 


August  15,  1980 


Mr.  Morgan  Jensen,  District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  eox  724 

1579  North  Main  Street 

Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 

Dear  Mr.  Jensen: 

My  staff  has  reviewed  the  June  20,  I960  draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  Al  len-'.Jarner  Valley  Energy  System.  Following  are  our 
cor-cnts  regarding  ite-ns  where  SCS  has  interest  and  expertise. 

The  brief  discussion  of  soils  on  page  3-3  points  out  that  the  principal 
soils  are  easily  eroded  and  extremely  susceptible  to  disturbance.  The 
discussion  on  page  4-4  Quantifies  the  impact.  However,  the  provisions  for 
control  of  erosion,  conservation  management  measures,  effects  of  disruption 
of  natural  drainage  patterns,  severence  of  private  land  units,  and  impact 
on  prime  agricultural  land  did  not  seem  to  be  addressed.  Also,  loss  of 
grazing  caused  by  project  Implementation  has  not  been  covered. 

Detailed  information  on  SCS  areas  of  concern  and  some  additional  comments 
were  provided  to  Mr.  Harold  Isaacson,  Project  Manager,  on  November  10,  1975 
_and  August  10,  1976. 

He  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this  draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Sincerely, 


/EEOP.GE  D.  MCMILLAN 
"State  Conservationist 


Soil  Conservation  Service,  Salt  Lake  City.  Utah 

Response  46-1 

During  the  scoping  process,  designed  according  to  CEQ  regulations  on 
implementing  NEPA,  certain  environmental  elements,  including  soils,  were 
found  to  be  of  minor  concern  and  were  treated  with  considerably  less  emphasis 
in  the  environmental  impact  statement.  Mitigating  measures  and  standard 
operating  procedures  (Appendix  6)  were  designed  to  minimize  as  much  as  poss- 
ible the  impacts  to  soils  during  the  construction  and  operation  of  any 
project-related  components. 


August  14,  1980 
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Mr.  Morgan  Jensen 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  724 

1579  North  Main  Street 

Cedar  City,  Utah    84720 

Dear  Mr.  Jensen: 

Being  a  native  of  the  Netherlands  but  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  living  in 
Salt  Lake  City  I  have  had  the  opportunity  to  see  and  show  the  wonders  of  southern 
Utah  to  many  foreigners.    It  is  inconceivable  to  them  that  this  beauty  should  be 
violated  by  the  establishment  of  the    Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System. 

Alternative  energy  sources  could  be  developed.    The  emissions  of  the  plant 
could  violate  the  Class  I  air  quality  values  of  Zions  National  Park. 

The  dust  of  the  strip  mining  operation  in  Alton  Hills  could  obscure  the  panoramic 
view  of  Bryce  Canyon. 

I  am  extremely  concerned  about  the  10,000  acre  feet  of  ground  water  that  will 
be  taken  from  the  aquifer  that  will  almost  certainly  adversily  affect  the  existing 
water  rights  and  strengths  in  the  area.    It  is  well  known  that  the  water  level  under 
Palm  Springs  is  sinking.    I  have  personnally  been  in  Israel  and  spoken  with  experts 
on  water  preservation  there.     The  effects  of  draining  the  aquifer  and  the  gradual 
return  of  some  of  that  water  through  the  ground  level  enriched  with  salt  contributes 
to  permanent  damage  of  the  aquifer.    This  is  the  case  in  several  places  in  the  Negev 
Desert  and  also  in  the  Gaza  Desert. 

Alternative  5  seems  to  be  able  to  provide  a  greater  yield  at  lower  cost. 

I  request  that  my  letter  particularly  the  section  on  the  adverse  experiences 
in  Israel  as  result  of  excessive  drainage  of  the  aquifer,  be  included  in  the  final 
environmental  statement  at  the  decision  making  process  for  the  Allen-Warner  Valley 
Energy  System. 

Sincerely  yours. 


IV^Z: 


WILLEM  J.  KOLFF,  M.D.,  Ph.D. 

Willem  J,  Kolf,  M.D.,  Ph.D..  University  of  Utah 

Response  47-1 

The  discussion  presented  in  your  letter  Is  noted  and  will  be  considered 
in  the  decision  making  process. 


WSS3SS 
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Elizabeth  R.  Hayes  __ „....„.._..,_,,„., 

Av^tsXuSf***^!  salt  Lake  Cfty,  UT  84102  . 

j    U/a*>t*ts  ?Ax£by  &***?•}  Og^S-S?  .  ^^^{.rf^ 


Elizabeth  R.  Haves.  Salt  lake  City.  Utah 

ReSP°Your  recommendation  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  Baking  process. 
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August  14,  1980 


Morgan  Jensen,  District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  724 

1579  North  Main  Street 

Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 

Dear  Mr.  Jensen, 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System 
(AWVES)  that  Is  being  considered  for  construction  In  Southern  Utah  and 
Nevada.   The  Southern  Utah  site  would  be  located  only  four  (4)  miles  from 
Bryce  Canyon  National  Park,  which  would  have  a  devastating  effect  on  the 
"scenic  q'jallty,  clean  air,  visibility,  geologic  integrity,  native  ecosystems, 
wildlife  and  a  natural  setting  free  from  man-made  disturbance."   As  quoted 
by  Glen  T.  Bean.Directcr  of  Rocky  Mountain  Region  of  NPS. 

Emissions  from  the  Warner  Valley  plant  could  violate  the  Class  1  air 
Quality  values  of  Zlon  National  Park.   The  dust  from  strip  mining  operations 
in  the  Alton  HIHb  could  obscure  the  panoramic  visual  range  of  Bryce 
Canyon's  Yevimpa  Point  overlook  by  647..   Thousands  of  visitors  yearly 
enjoy  this  spactular  view. 

The  water  quality  Is  also  of  major  concern.   Pumping  10,000  acre  feet 
of  groundwater  yearly  for  the  slurry  lines  could  adversly  affect  existing 
water  rights  to  several  wells  and  springs,  vital  to  area  residents.   The 
effects  of  pumping  would  almost  certainly  decrease  or  halt  the  flow  of 
springs  in  the  area.   The  slurry  lines  would  require  extensive  purification 
before  it  could  be  returned  to  the  ground,  which  would  be  extremely  expensive. 

There  are  more  preferred  alternatives  for  energy  sources  rather  than 
constructing  the  AWVES  project.   They  include  the  use  of  solar,  wind,  geo- 
thermal  power  and  conservation,  which  could  provide  a  greater  energy  yield 
at  less  cost,  in  the  same  time  period  as  the  AWVES  project.   The  California 
Energy  Commissions  proposed  a  "preferred"  supply  scenario  for  meeting 
California  power  needs  through  1991.   The  scenario  calls  for  only  1609 
megawatts  rather  than  2090  as  now  projected.   Implementing  the  "preferred" 
scenario  Involves  an  Increasing  reliance  on  cogeneratlon,  geothermal  hydro, 
wind  and  solar  energy.   Cogeneratlon  and  conservation  programs  alone  could 
supply  an  estimated  6,000  megawatts  of  power  (more  than  twice  the  amount  to 
be  generated  by  the  entire  AWVES) . 


I  would  like  to  have  this  letter  be  included  in  the  final  envlornmental 
statement  and  decision  making  process  for  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy 
System.   Please  request  that  other  alternatives  of  energy  sources  be  utilized 
In  order  to  preserve  the  spactular  beauty  of  Southern  Utah. 

Sincerely, 


Karen  Rlemondy  *~^ 

1251  Mt.  View  Drive 
Smlthfleld,   Utah     84335 


Karen  Rlemondy.   Saithfleld.  Utah 

Response  49-1 

Your  discussion  1s  noted  and  will  be  considered  In  the  decision  making 
process. 
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Scott  Gutting,  Logan,  Utah 

Response  50-1 

Your  comments  are- noted  and  will  be  considered  In  the  decision 
process. 


■king 
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Topic:  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Draft 
Comments  prepared  by  Steven  J.  Mueller  for  presentation  at  the  public 
hearing  In  Kanab,  Utah.   30  July  1980 

Hy  name  is  Steven  J.  Mueller.  I  teach  biology  and  geology  at  Jordan  College 
in  Michigan,  I  am  here  representing  myself.  Since  the  conclusion  of  ay  professional 
training,  I  have  been  conducting  research  for  eight  years  on  various  aspects 
of  natural  history  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Dixie  National  Forest  and  Bryce  Canyon 
National  Park. 

Power  generation  of  the  proposed  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  will 
result  in  sulfur  and  nitrogenous  emissions  that  will  become  acid  rain.  Prevailing 
westerly  and  southwesterly  air  movements  wi 1 lprecipi tate  acid  rain  generated 
by  the  power  plants  on  the  high  plateaus  of  the  Dixie  National  Forest  and  surrounding 
areas.  Alkaline  rock  formations  at  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park  will  prematurely 
be  decomposed  in  the  process  of  neutralizing  the  acid.  Superficial  studies «e>J  references 
have  been  made  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  the  effects  of  acid 
precipitation  on  the  region.  The  inpact  statement  concludes  the  effects  of  acid 
rain  from  the  Allen-Warner  system  will  be  insignificant  provided  its  the  only 
system  in  the  region.  As  we  already  know  there  are  other  generating  plants  in  the 
area  including  the  world's  large  plant  to  be  built  in  northern  Arizona.  Ninety 
percent  of  the  lakes  in  the  Adirondack  Mountains'  can  no  longer  support  fish  life. 
Some  areas  in  the  east  have  received  rain  with  a  pH  of  l.A--the  acidity  of  stomach 
acid.  The  President's  Counsel  on  Envl ronncntnl  Quality  recently  stated  that 
acid  rain  Is  the  world's  second  most  serious  air  pollution  problem.  Ten  years 
ago  acid  rain  was  virtually  unknown.  It  has  become  the  world's  second  most  serious 
air  pollution  problem  so  rapidly  as  a  result  of  increased  energy  consumption 
and  the  use  of  high  sulfer  coals.  The  effects  are  much  more  devastating  than  cost 
pollution  sources  because  it  destroys  the  most  fundamental  herbivore  co-ponents 
of  the  food  chain,  those  being  insects  and  amphibians  in  raparion  habitats. 
When  these  are  eliminated  all  forms  of  life  higher  in  trophic  level  are  eliminated. 
This  interrupts  natural  Mogcochemlcnl  cycles  affecting  nutrient  availability  and 
energy  flow  through  the  ecosystem.  Leaching  of  chemicals  due  to  acid  precipitation 
may  cont ruinate  aquifers. 

Based  on  acid  precipitation  alone,  supporters  of  the  Al len-Varner  Valley 
Energy  Sytem  should  withdraw  their  support. 

My  research  studies  published  in  1979  establish  factual  data  that  descriptive 
biology  of  the  region  is  extremely  incomplete.  For  example:  an  important 
taxonomlc  group  of  organisms  that  are  vital  for  pollination  and  as  food  for 
other  organisms  such  as  birds,  small  mammals,  and  predatory  and  parasitic 
Insects  are  the  butterflies.  Their  role  should  not  be  underestimated  in  terms  of 
ecosystem  energy  conservation  and  nutrient  retention.  Prior  to  my  publication 
only  25  species  of  butterflies  were  know  to  inhabit  these  high  plateaus.  Now  63 
species  are  documented.  Even  less  is  known  about  the  species  that  inhabit  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  lands  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  strip  mine.  An 
understanding  of  regional  ecology  depends  upon  a  more  complete  descriptive  biology* 
In  the  impact  statement  it  says  prior  to  disturbance  of  the  area  a  discrlptlve 
Inventory  will  be  made.  A  competent  work  in  this  area  will  most  likely  take  decades. 
JThla  descriptive  data  needs  to  be  collected  prior  to  approval  of  the  project. 


Page  2 


The  region's  rcrr.oter.ess  and  distance  from  major  ecological  investigation 
Institutions  have  left  the  ecosystem  as  one  of  the  least  understood  In  the 
country. 

Plant  growth  estimates  have  been  greatly  over  estimated  as  can  be  witnessed 
by  exft::.intng  regional  pine  plantation  growth  and  projected  harvest  dates. 
Vegetation  growth  potential  is  greater  in  th^  high  plateaus  because  of  greater 
precipitation.  Since  accurate  growth  potentials  have  not  been  determined,  mine 
site  reclamation  potentials  Cfinnot  be  determined. 

Lend  reclamation  efforts  along  the  overgrazed  East  Fork  of  the  Sevier 
R£ver  during  the  1930's  have  had  poor  results.  Reclaimation  by  overgrazing  is  not 
z$   ditfcctc-rous  as  strip  mining  Gad  yet  will  take  hundreds  of  years  to  recover 
if  it  recovers.  The  proposed  strip  mine  area  has  less  reclaimation  potential 
than  the  East  Fork  of  the  Sevier  river  based  on  precipitation  quantity, 

Mountain  lions  ru— er  in  Eryce  Canyon  National  Park  and  winter  south  of 
the  park.  This  data  is  based  on  actual' Hon  sitings  and  track  and  scat  observations. 
Lions  are  sighted  by  visitors  about  three  to  six  titr.es  a  sumener  and  the 
knowledge  of  lion  presence  provides  visitors  with. the  idea  the  land  is  still 
healthy.  If  the  strip  mine  is  permitted  mountain^'Very  likely  may  be  eliminated  from 
Eryce  Canyon  Rational  Park,  That  would  be  a  removal  of  one  of  the  park  most     t 
_  valuable  resources. 

Co:;.ptttnt  studies  resulting  In  valid  conclusions  on  the  effects  of  the 
Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  on  the  ecosystm  in  the  vicinity  of  the  strip  mine 
can  not  be  accomplished  in  five  years.  It  will  likely  take  another  half  of  a 
century  to  tr.afce  conclusive  statements  that  are  valid.  As  stated  by  the  representlve 
of  Nevada  Fower  Co-pany  (John  Aldridge),  studies  on  effects  of  the  energy  system 
on  the  environment  are  not  complete  enough  for  valid  conclusions.  Based  on  this 
It  is  not  reasonable  to  build  power  plants  or  strip  mine  In  the  near  future. 
By  the  time  ve  have  adequately  studied  the  ecosystem,  we  should  have  developed 
alternative  sources  of  energy  production  to  use  in  large  scale  such  as  solar  and 
_relnstl tuling  wind  energy. 


Thank  you. 


flLA 


Steven  J.  Mueller 


Steven  J.   Mueller.  Bryce  Canyon,  Utah 

Response  51-1 

The  Air  quality  sections  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS  acknowledge  that 
the  acidity  of  precipitation  could  be  increased  as  a  result  of  the  proposed 
AWV  project.  However,  because  the  study  of  acid  deposition,  especially  in 
the  western  United  States  is  in  its  infancy,  it  is  not  possible  at  this  time 
to  accurately  quantify  impacts  from  the  proposed  project. 


Exposure  to  atmospheric  sulfur  compounds  can  cause  blistering,  scaling, 
and  loss  of  surface  cohesion  in  limestone  (of  which  the  Bryce  Canyon  forma- 
tions are  composed)  and  sandstone.  However,  because  the  project  must  meet 
the  very  stringent  Class  I  PSD  increments  for  SO.  at  Bryce  Canyon,  signifi- 
cant increases  in  atmospheric  sulfur  compounds  would  not  be  expected  to 
occur. 

In  cases  where  soils  suffer  from  sulfur  and  nitrogen  deficiencies, 
beneficial  effects  from  acid  deposition  may  actually  occur.  Several  networks 
to  monitor  atmospheric  deposition  have  recently  been  established  and 
increased  funding  has  been  made  available  to  study  the  causes,  transport,  and 
effects  of  acid  precipitation.  For  more  information  see  The  Federal  Acid 
Rain  Assessment  Plan  (draft  report)  prepred  for  the  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality,  722  Jackson  Place,  NW,  Washington,  D.C.   20006. 

Response  51-2 

Cursory  inventories  of  the  project  sites  have  been  conducted  by  quali- 
fied BLM  personnel.  These  inventories  have  been  conducted  primarily  to 
locate  and  identify  areas  which  have  threatened  or  endangered  plant  and 
animal  species  and  are  not  intended  to  be  complete  biological  inventories. 
Only  portions  of  the  12,400-acre  Alton  coal  lease  area  would  be  disturbed  at 
one  time.  Habitat  for  some  species  would  be  lost  while  habitat  for  other 
species  would  be  favored.  The  loss  of  12,400  acres  in  the  coal  lease  area  is 
not  expected  to  cause  a  significant  reduction  in  bird,  small  mammal,  or 
insect  populations. 

Response  51-3 

Plant  growth  and  reclamation  potentials  have  been  studied  in  the  Alton 
coal  lease  area  by  Frischknecht  and  Ferguson  (1976-79).  Several  revegetation 
methods  were  studied  to  determine  which  types  of  treatments  would  be  most 
successful  with  natural  precipitation.  All  treatment  methods  were  successful 
with  introduced  grass  species  being  the  most  productive.  Production  in  terns 
of  pounds  per  acre  has  been  calculated  over  a  4-year  period. 

The  history  of  revegetation  efforts  along  the  East  Sevier  River  is  not 
known;  however,  the  effects  of  overgrazing  are  usually  rapidly  corrected  by 
the  exclusion  of  livestock  along  riparian  areas. 

Response  51-4 

Recent  studies  conducted  by  U0WR  have  indicated  that  mountain  lions  in 
southern  Utah  have  very  large  home  ranges,  covering  thousands  of  acres  and 
many  different  habitat  types.  The  strip  mine  4  miles  away  from  Bryce  Canyon 
National  Park  would  undoubtedly  have  some  impact  on  the  mountain  lions  of  the 
area.  However,  due  to  their  mobility  and  use  of  large,  relatively  unpopu- 
lated areas,  their  use  of  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park  would  not  be  expected  to 
change  significantly. 

Response  51-5 

Studies  conducted  concerning  revegetation  of  disturbed  areas  in  the 
Alton  coal  lease  area  indicate  that  revegetation  can  be  accomplished.  The 
text  is  changed  in  the  final  EIS  to  include  measures  which  would  help  reduce 
the  time  required  for  vegetation  establishment.  See  the  Vegetation:  General 
section  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 
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Southern  Nevada  Conservation  Council 

5251  Rambling  Hoad  Lao  Vegas    Nevada  89120 

August  15,    1980 


District  Manager 

Cedar  City  DiBtrict 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  O.  Box  724 

Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 

Dear  Sir: 

The  Southern  Nevada  Conncrvation  Council  would  like  to  comment  on  five 
areas  we  feel  have  not  been  adequately  addressed  in  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Studs  for  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System.    Our  main  concern 
Is  that  the  comment  period  be  extended  until  90  days  after  the  completion  and 
publishing  of  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  Assessment  of  the 
Southern  California  power  needs  from  the  Warner-Allen  Project. 

'The  Council  is  very  concerned  about  deteriation  of  the  air  quality  of  the  lands 
east  of  the  proposed  Warner-Allen  Plant,  with  particular  attention  directed  to 
the  Valley  of  Fire,  Nevada  State  Park.    We  feel  that  local  (Clark  County,  not 
Carson  City)  monitoring  of  compliance  Is  mandated  and  this  requirement  should 
be  Included  In  the  selected  alternative. 

'  Our  concern  for  the  Las  Vegas  Wetlands  and  the  proposed  Wetlands  Park  is 
with  the  timing  of  the  completion  of  the  AWT  Plant.    Should  the  Harry  Allen 
Water  withdrawal  be  instituted  prior  to  the  completion  of  the  AWT  Plant 
serious  detrimental  effects  to  the  Vegas  Valley  wetlands  are  probable. 

'The  Council  would  like  to  also  express  concern  tor  the  lands  of  adequate  safeguards 
for  the  water  supply  of  the  lower  Virgin  River.    The  Impounding  of  water  in  the 
upper  region  without  such  safeguards  could  have  serious  detrimental  effects 
on  the  aquatic  habitat  of  the  lower  Virgin  River  during  relatively  dry  years. 


District  Manager 
Page  Two 

Finally,  the  Council  would  like  to  address  the  continued  built  up  of  transmission 
lines  within  the  Las  Vegas  corridor.    Our  concern  centers  around  the  lack  of  a 
completed  master  plan.    Without  thorough  knowledge  of  what  Is  intended  over  the  next 
three  decades  It  will  be  Impossible  to  give  adequate  and  proper  attention  to  projects 
such  as  the  proposed  gas  transmission  lines  which  will  use  the  same  corridor. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  comments  on  this  matter. 

Sincerely , 

ROBERT  W.  MA1CHLE 
Chairman 

Robert  W.  Maichle,  Chairman.  Southern  Nevada  Conservation  Council 

Response  52-1 

Although  the  CPUC  document  mentioned  Is  related  to  the  AWV  power  project, 
the  AWV  EIS  is  not  dependent  on  this  document  for  data.   Therefore,  the 
comment  period  was  not  extended.  Also  see  Response  43-3. 

Response  52-2 

Clark  County  has  jurisdiction  over  all  air  pollution  sources  except 
electric  generating  facilities,  over  which  the  State  has  jurisdiction.  While 
it  is  recognized  that  monitoring  would  be  done  more  easily  from  Clark  County 
than  from  Carson  City,  a  change  in  Nevada  law  would  be  required  to  delegate 
this  responsibility  to  Clark  County. 

Response  52-3 

The  Clark  County  AWT  plant  is  presently  under  construction  and  will  be 
completed  prior  to  effluent  transfer  to  the  Harry  Allen  powerplant.  The 
present  discharge  of  approximately  66  million  gallons  per  day  in  the  Las 
Vegas  Wash  would  not  be  significantly  altered.  The  Las  Vegas  wetlands  and 
the  proposed  Wetlands  Park  would  not  be  affected  by  transfer  of  effluent  fron 
the  AWT  plant  to  the  Harry  Allen  powerplant.  See  the  Dry  Lake,  Nevada  and 
Las  Vegas  Wash  section,  Water  Resources  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in 
the  final  EIS. 

Respose  52-4 

The  impacts  to  the  aquatic  habitat  of  the  Virgin  River  have  been  studied 
by  USFWS  and  the  results  of  these  studies  are  summarized  in  the  Wildlife: 
Species  of  Concern  Sections  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 

Response  52-5 

The  Las  Vegas  District  of  BLM  is  currently  working  on  the  establishment 
of  designated  transmission  and  pipeline  corridors  as  part  of  its  Clark  County 
Planning  System.  The  planning  process  is  multifaceted  and  includes  public 
participation  at  various  levels,  including  the  Clark  County  Grazing  EIS,  cur- 
rently scheduled  for  publication  in  draft  form  April  24,  1981.  The  grazing 
EIS  will  include  an  analysis  of  designated  corridors  and  their  impacts  to 
grazing  allotments.  Anyone  interested  should  contact  the  BLH  Las  Vegas 
District  Office.  See  the  discussion  concerning  BLM  planning  in  the  Land  Use, 
Land  Use  Plans  and  Controls  section  in  Chapter  3  of  the  final  EIS. 
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Heriam  P.  Beard,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

Response  53-1 

Sunset  Point  in  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park  overlooks  the  Pink  Cliffs  to 
the  east.  The  eastern  portions  of  the  Alton  East  coal  lease  area  proposed  to 
be  mined  cannot  be  viewed  from  Sunset  Point.  For  additional  information 
concerning  the  possible  impacts  of  the  Alton  coal  lease  areas  on  Bryce  Canyon 
National  Park,  see  the  discussion  in  the  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  sections 
in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 

Response  52-2 

Your  discussion  on  this  matter  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the 
decision  making  process.  For  more  information  on  your  concerns  refer  to  the 
OSH  draft  Southern  Utah  Petition  Evaluation  Document  (USDI,  1980). 
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Jacqueline  Wolff.  Hollywood.  California 


Response  54-1 

S'in  cftE*   °*    faCi,Uy    ,ay°Ut   P'anS   '"  "««-  '"  "both^r- 
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Oakley  E.   Gordon.  Salt  Lake  City.  Utah 

Response  55-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  In  the  decision  Baking 
process. 
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la*a6,  Utah  8+7tl 
August  17,  1980 


Eureau  of  Land  Ranaper.ent 

P.  0.  Box  7Z* 

Cedar  City,    Utah      8^729 

Dear  Slrsi 

I  asi  writing  this  letter  to  let  you  know  that  I  an  definitely  asainst 
the  Allen-'./irnoi-  Valley  Ene-:ry  System.      The  whole   proposition   just 
doesn't  make  sense  to  me.      Just  some  of  my  reasons  are  belovi 

1  There   l»  coal  all   over   tho  plaie,   why   start    In   Bryce  Canyon? 

2  |       It   le  a  low  erade  coal,   will   It   he  worth   the  cost? 

There   Isn't   enough  water. 

3  There  will  b-.  air   Dollutlon  dIus  visibility  pollution   In  Bryce. 
There  could   be  damage    to    *".he   area    from   the   mining    operations. 

4  f        There    is   no  way   to   really   resto-e    th9   a-ea, 

£  could  2,0  on,   but   I  know  you've  heard  all   the   arpurren*s.      I  really  do 
believe  that  with  all  the  unsolved   problems  nothing   justifies  the  mining  of 
low  ?rade  coal. 

Sincerely  yours. 


0 


Florence  J.  Mace,  Kanab,  Utah 

Response  56-1 

Nevada  Electric  Investment  Company  (subsidiary  of  NPC)  and  UII  wish  to 
develop  their  State,  Federal,  and  private  leases  in  the  Alton  coal  fields. 
These  leases  are  not  within  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park,  but  are  adjacent  to 
the  park,  approximately  4  to  6  miles  from  the  park  boundary. 

Response  56-2 

Your  concern  is  addressed  in  the  Coal  Mine  section  under  Alternative  1: 
Applicants'  Proposed  Action  in  Chapter  2  of  the  final  EIS.  This  section 
discusses  the  heat  value  and  availability  of  the  coal. 

Response  56-3 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 

Response  56-4 

Your  concern  about  restoration  Is  addressed  In  Response  6-1. 


Florence  J.  Kaco 
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Response  57-1 

in  thReI'r  }°c,lce  PurP°se  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  of  Chapter  1 
In  the  final   EIS  regarding  the  need  for  power.  seen  on  or  cnapter  1 

USFWSThe  jturL\T°tlle  tha»  rccen1t'y|been  classified  as  threatened  by  the 
.™  ;  j  «  ?  '*  the  tortoise  legal  status,  and  therefore  bv  law  the 
expected  impacts  to  it  and  its  habitat  must  be  analyzed 
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358  S.  500  East 
S.L.C.,  Ut   84102 
August  18,  1980 

Mr.  Morgan  Jensen 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  704 

1579  N.  Main  Street 

Cedar  City,  Ut  84720 

Mr.  Morgan  Jensen, 

This  is  my  first  letter  to  B.L.M.,  although  I've  felt  tempted 
to  write  many  times  before.   I  understand  that  these  letters  do 
make  a  difference,  and  I  trust  you'll  consider  my  opinion. 

The  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  appears  to  be  another 
case  of  government  rushing  into  action  without  heeding  the  true 
results.   I  have  been  to  Bryce  Canyon  once  and  Zion's  National 
Park  twice.   In  fact,  I  remember  the  view  from  Bryce ' 3  Yovimpa 
Point  Overlook  after  three  years.   Zion's  is  one  of  my  favorite 
Springtime  vacations. 

New  power  plants  are  becoming  more  and  more  cost-inef fecient 
to  construct.   The  amount  of  power  used  by  Utahns  could  be  generated 
by  other  sources.   Power  companies  are  rapidly  gaining  noteriety 
for  overestimating  future  needs  and  neglecting  common-sense  conser- 
vation measures.   There  is  clearly  not  enough  evidence  to  threaten 
a  fragil  desert  eco-system,  an  area  of  the  U.S.  that  deserves 
loving  protection  rather  than  exploitation. 

I  would  ask  B.L.M.: 

1)  do  not  disturb  the  air  quality  of  Zion's 

2)  do  not  allow  strip  mining  and  blasting  in  the  Alton  Hills 

3)  do  not  allow  an  additional  10,000  acre  feet  of  ground- 
water per  year  to  be  pumped  for  coal  slurry  lines 

4)  investigate  alternative  energy  sources 

5)  select  "Alternative  5"  from  the  California  Energy  Commis- 
sion assessment 

Please  include  this  letter  in  the  final  environmental  state- 
ment and  decision  making  process  for  the  Allen-Warner  Valley 
Energy  System. 


Bill  Walsh,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

Response  58-1 

8LM  has  been  processing  the  applications  for  rights-of-way  for  the 
proposed  AWV  energy  system  since  its  inception  in  1973.  Many  technical 
reports  and  environmental  assessments  have  been  prepared  in  assuring  that  the 
aims  of  NEPA  (1969)  will  be  met  to  the  fullest  extent  possible.  Assesseents 
required  under  NEPA  include  analyses  of  environmental  impacts,  alternatives 
to  the  proposed  action,  energy  needs  and  energy  efficiency,  socioeconomic 
Impacts,  etc. ,  which  are  contained  In  the  final  EIS. 


Sincerely 


Bill  Walsh 
See  what  you  can  do  to  stop  MX  also. 


Thank-you 


® 


17  August  19^0 

Eric  Sexstad 
U74  North  600  East 
Logan,    Utah 
8^321 


Eric  Rexstad,  Logan.  Utah 

Response  59-1 

Your  concerns  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  In  the  decision  making 
process. 
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Kr.  Morgan  Jensen 
District  Vanager,  zVA 
P.O.  oox  72« 
1579  North  .'.'.ain  Street 
Cedar  City.  Utah  34720 

Dear  V.r.   Korgan: 

I  ar.  writing  in  rerard  to  the  proposed  Allen-'rfarner  Valley 
Ene-Vy  System  IA«V£3).   On  a  vacation  this  sutsnerra  I  had  the 
opportunity  to  visit  both  Zion  and  ^ryce  Canyon  National 
Paries.   I  an  greatly  concerned  aDout  tge  possible  impact 
this  project  may  have  on  these  areas. 

In  particular,  fugative  dust  from  the  coal  mining  operation 
would  severely  impair  the  scenic  views  in  the  dryce  Canyon 
area   I  am  also  concerned  about,  the  degradation  01  the  air 
Quality  in  Zion  and  the  diversion  of  the  Virgin  rfiver  to 
cool  t'e  .'.arrer  Valley  Power  plant.   This  water  question  is 
cc--ou-d»d  cy  the  additional  demands  placed  on  these  scarce 
resources  oy  the  coal  slurry  lines  and  the  proposed  MX  missile 
Ey3te.11. 

As  an  alternative.  I  would  recommend  the  investigation  of 

solar  power  and  conservation  measures,  Alternative  5-   TBW 
would  provide  a  greater  energy  yield  at  a  lower  cost  than  the 
proposed  development. 

I  would  ask  that  my  views  be  included  in  the  final  environmental 
impact  statement  and  be  considered  in  the  decision  making  pro- 
cess  In  addition,  to  remain  informed  on  the  developments 
In  this  issue,  I  would  apprecaite  it  if  you  could  provide  me 
with  a  copy  of  the  final  £13  when  it  is  released. 


Thank  you  for  your  time  and  consideration. 


Sincerely. 


Eric  Rextta 


DONALD  L.  "PAT"  SHALMY 
Director 
DAVID  O.  HOUSTON 

Aitjitant  Director 


David  F.  Everett 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
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CLARK.  COUNTY  DEPARTMENT  OF 


>  SO  FOUittK  STREET        17011  388  4181 
VAILCT    BAH*    PLAZA'SUTTC  SO* 
LAS  VEGAS.  NEVADA     89101 


August  18,  1980 


District  Manager 

Cedar  City  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  724 

Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 

Attention:   David  F.  Everett,  E15  Team  Leader 

DRAFT  ALLEN-WARl.'ER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

Oq      Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental 
CJ\      Impact  Statement  for  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System.   BLM's  efforts  in 
evaluating  impacts  and  in  preparing  the  DEIS  should  be  commended.   The  report 
is  comprehensive  yet  scoped  to  respond  to  the  Council  of  Environmental  Quality 
Regulations  (Federal  Register,  November  29,  1978)  regarding  preparation  of  EIS's. 

Our  review  concludes  that  the  proposed  project  has  positive  economic  impacts  on 
Clark  County  and  has  compelling  arguments  for  support  on  the  basis  of  fuel  dis- 
placement as  well  as  long  term  electricity  supply  guarantees  for  Clark  County 
residc-nts.   These  positive  impacts  however,  must  be  balanced  against  the  nega- 
tive impacts  of  environmental  degradation.   Consequently,  the  following  comments 
are  targeted  toward  the  information  required  to  adequately  characterize  the  pro- 
jected environmental  impacts,  particularly  as  they  relate  to  Clark  County 
environs. 

Three  specific  resource  issues  are  of  concern:   air  quality,  endangered  species, 
and  water  resource  management.   Additionally,  performance  controls  for  impact 
mitigation  are  especially  important  in  selected  environs  with  unique  sensitivity. 
To  aid  in  clearly  articulating  our  concerns,  comments  are  separated  into  the 
categories  denoted  above. 

AIR  QUALITY 

Concern  is  expressed  relative  to  the  magnitude  of  emissions  of  oxides  of  nitro- 
gen and  sulfur  from  the  Allen  Plant  (NO  emissions  of  50,000  tons  per  year  (TPY) 
compared  to  total  NO  emissions  in  Las  Vegas  Valley  of  25,000  TPY)  and  the 
potential  impacts  on  the  Las  Vegas  Valley  airshed,  particularly  those  asso- 
ciated with  ozone  and  aerosols.   The  evaluative  tools  used  for  preparation  of 

COMMISSIONERS 

SAM  BOWl  CR.  Chairman  •  DAVID  B.  CANTTR.  Vicc-Chairman 

ROBERT  N.  BROADBENT.  MANUEL  J.  CORTLZ,  THALIA  M.  DONDI  RO.  JACK  R.  PLTITTI.  R.J.  "DICK"  RONZONE 

■RUCE  VY.  SPAULDING.  County  Msaastr 


the  EIS  fail  to  characterize  with  any  certainty  whether  the  plume  of  emissions 
entering  Las  Vegas  Valley  would  scavenge  ozone  or  act  as  precursors  to  ozone  for- 
mulation. Additionally,  irrespective  of  the  ozone  question,  nitrate  and  sulfate 
formations  will  take  place,  thus  impacting  visibility  in  Las  Vegas  Valley. 

It  is  requested  that  additional  effort  be  directed  toward  predictively  charac- 
terizing impacts  on  ozone  and  aerosols  in  Las  Vegas  Valley. 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES 

It  is  noted  with  some  concern  that  the  evaluation  of  endemic  fish  species  of  the 
Virgin  River,  currently  protected  as  endangered,  has  yet  to  be  completed  by  the 
U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.   This  information  is  important  to  Clark  County 
as  it  relates  to  water  quality  standards  and  agricultural  interests  within 
Virgin  Basin. 

Consequently,  it  is  requested  that  full  consideration  be  given  to  potential  im- 
pacts and  that  associated  documentation  be  provided  in  the  Final  EIS. 

WATER  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 

It  is  noted  (pages  4-40)  that  the  Allen  Plant  would  be  protected  from  a  50-year 
flood  event.   Recognizing  that  current  regulatory  and  planning  activities  target 
storms  of  100-year  intensity  and  frequency  there  is  uncertainty  with  respect  to 
Flood  Insurance  requirements.   The  Flood  Insurance  Administration  requires  parti- 
cipating local  entities  to  comply  with  the  regulatory  protocol  of  restricting 
development  within  the  100-year  floodway  and  protecting  developments  within  the 
100-year  floodway  fringe. 

Additional  flood  protection  up  to  a  100-year  storm  event  should  be  evaluated. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  Reclaimed  Wastewater  Purchase  Agreement,  which 
provides  for  delivery  of  water  from  the  County  AWT  Plant  to  the  Allen  Plant,  is 
being  updated  to  reflect  current  construction  timetables,  quantity  and  quality 
considerations,  and  payment  provisions.   The  agreement  is  expected  to  be 
finalized  and  endorsed  before  commencement  of  construction. 

PERFORMANCE  CONTROLS 

Mitigation  measures  for  impacts  are  of  significant  concern  within  Clark  County 
especially  in  the  areas  of  Rainbow  Gardens  and  Las  Vegas  Wash. 

Applications  for  use  permits  relative  to  construction  of  electrical  transmission 
lines  and  appurtances  have  previously  been  filed  with  the  Clark  County  Planning 
Commission  by  proponents  of  both  the  Intermountain  Power  Project  and  the  Allen- 
Warner  Valley  Energy  System.   Following  the  Planning  Commissions  recommendation. 
County  staff  from  this  office  and  the  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation  met  with 
proponents  of  the  projects  to  identify  specific  measures  which  could  minimize 
incompatable  uses  and  negative  impacts  associated  with  transmission  line  con- 
struction. 


David  F.  Everett 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
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Specific  recommendations  relative  to  the  transmission  corridor  are: 

a)  The  right-of-way  for  corridor  size  should  be  held  to  a 
minimum  to  reduce  visual  intrusion  in  the  proposed 

Las  Vegas  Wash  Wetlands  Park  and  the  Rainbow  Gardens  area. 

b)  Transmission  towers  should  be  aligned  (consistent  with 
safety  and  design  considerations)  in  one  plane  to  minimize 
visual  impacts. 

c)  Noise  from  the  transmission  lines  should  be  minimized. 

d)  Existing  access  roads  should  be  used  wherever  possible. 

e)  DEIS  Appendix  6  recommendations  should  be  followed,  parti- 
cularly as  they  relate  to  archaeological/paleontological 
resources,  soil  exposure,  and  revegetation. 

In  addition  to  the  recommendations  above,  it  is  requested  that  Clark  County  be  al- 
lowed a  continuing  right  of  public  access  and  physical  entry  to  any  lands  subject 
to  the  right-of-way  located  within  the  boundaries  of  the  proposed  Clark  County 
Wetlands  Park  arid  surrounding  environs.   Public  access  to  these  areas  is  neces- 

Lsary  for  development  of  equestrian  and  hiking  trails  and  to  ensure  the  public 
of  unrestricted  recreational  use. 

Again,  we  commend  you  on  your  efforts  and  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment. 
If  additional  information  or  clarification  relative  to  our  comments  is  needed, 
please  feel  free  to  contact  this  office. 

Sincerely, 

COMPREHENSIVE  PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 


Houston 
Assistant  Director 

DGHiag 

cc:  County  Commissioners 
Bruce  Spaulding  -  CCM 
Granville  Bowman  -  CCPW 
Michael  Naylor  -  CCHD 
Dick  Serdoz  -  NDEP 


Clark  County  Department  of  Comprehensive  Planning.  Las  Vegas.  Nevada 

Response  60-1 

Refer  to  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  of  Chapter  1 
in  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  concerning  the  need  of  the  project  and  fuel 
displacement. 

Response  60-2 

Refer  to  Response  5-1  for  a  discussion  of  the  topic  of  your  concern. 

Response  60-3 

The  USFWS  has  submitted  its  bologfcal  opinion  concerning  endangered 
species  of  the  Virgin  River.  This  information  includes  data  concerning  water 
quality  and  is  included  in  the  final  EIS  in  Appendix  15.  See  also  Chapter  4, 
Alternative  1  Wildlife  Species  of  Concern. 

Response  60-4 

NPC  analyzed  the  runoff  generated  by  a  50-year  precipitation  event,  but 
no  similar  analysis  has  been  made  for  a  100-year  precipitation  event. 

Response  60-5 

Thank  you  for  the  information.  The  text  has  been  revised  as  shown  in 
Chapter  3,  Dry  Lake,  Nevada  and  Las  Vegas  Wash  section  of  the  final  EIS. 

Response  60-6 

The  applicants'  Proposed  Design  and  Operating  Procedures  (Appendix  4) 
and  Standard  Operating  Procedures  (Appendix  6)  in  the  final  EIS  provide 
procedures  which  apply  to  Alternatives  1  through  5.  See  the  Recreation  and 
Aesthetics  section  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  concerning 
the  Las  Vegas  Wash  and  Rainbow  Gardens. 
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'"r.  "organ  Jensen 

Director 

Cedar  District  BLM 

1579  Vorth  Vain 

Cedar  City,  Utah  94720 

Dear  .Mr.  Jensen: 

We  the  Washington  County  Commission  do  not  feel  that  the  Warner  Valley 
JSSTl    H   °'Jr  nu~ber  °r."  choice  of  electric  generating  plants.   We 
would  rather  see  another  dam  going  on  the  Colorado  River  between  Lake 
.f'  and  Llke  Powell,  using  the  water  for  power  purposes  only,  and  use 
the  energy  generated  with  no  pollutants  of  any  kind.   It  would,  however, 
|_  cause  roads  to  be  built  in  the  area  of  the  dam.  ' 

Due  to  the  air  quality  surveys  that  have  been  run  within  the  area  of 
the  proposed  Warner  Valley  Project  site,  those  studies  indicate  that 
there  is  no  problem  with  air  quality  pertaining  to  this  imoortant  proi- 
bettor  than  ?S^e„»=  udfe!"°ul.d  indicate  (and  they  have  been  going  on  for 
better  than  two  years)  that  aue  to  uo-graded  pollution  control  mechan- 
ics, .here  would  be  no  contamination  or  change  in  air  quality  specifi- 
cations as  set  forth  in  the  Hare  2  act. 


We  feel,  also,  that  the  power  plant  itself  would  more  than  double  the 

taxable  income  to  Washington  County.   Ke  also  feel  that  with  modern 

equipment,  the  smoke  and  most  air  pollutants  could  be  controlled  to 

the  point  that  it  would  not  change  the  air  quality  in  our  area 


Washington  County  Commission,  St.  George,  Utah 

Response  61-1 

This  alternative  was  considered  (Alternative  46  in  Appendix  2)  during 
the  initial  alternative  screening  process  but  was  not  analyzed  because  of  a 
lack  of  specific  data. 

Response  61-2 

See  the  Air  Quality  section  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in  the 
final  EIS,  which  shows  that  air  quality  studies  done  near  the  Warner  Valley 
site  were  not  adequate  to  insure  that  problems  with  air  quality  would  not 
exist.  This  section  also  discusses  the  unresolved  air  quality  concerns 
regarding  the  proposed  Warner  Valley  site. 

Response  61-3 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  Making  pro- 
cess. The  purpose  and  need  for  power  and  water  portions  are  reevaluated  in 
the  final  EIS  in  response  to  the  comments  received  on  the  draft  EIS.  See  the 
Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS  as 
a  reflection  of  this  change. 
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Jim  Crawford 

295  Bullock  Place 

Cedar  City,  Utah  .64720 
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Mr.  Morgan  uensen 
August  18,  1980 
Page  2 


The  plant  itself  would  give  opportunity  for  many  jobs  for  our  youth  In 
our  area,  with  the  proper  training  to  be  developed  at  Dixie  College. 

We  know,  there  are  some  who  do  not  agree  with  the  Warner  Valley  Project, 
but  with  the  pluses  in  favor  of  this  project,  we  the  Washington  County 
Comission  want  to  once  again  pledge  our  support  for  this  very  impor- 
tant project. 

Thank  You- 

WASHINGTON  COUNTY  COMMISSION 


~G,  Murray  Webb 
'Cha.irr.an    '     \ 


Jexry  D./  Lewi 
tomiiss"ioner 


-Y/v- 


^  '/  '■-'■ 

Lynan  W.  Gubler 
Commissioner 


{,U- 
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cc:      Jeannine   Holt 


Response  61-4 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  final  EIS.  These 
concerns  are  addressed  in  the  Socioeconomics  section  under  Alternative  1  in 
Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 


Morgan  Jensen 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

159  North  Main  Street 

Cedar  City,  Utah   04720 


August  19,  1980 


Re: 


Comments  on  Allen-Warner  Valley  Draft  EIS 


Dear  Mr.  Jensen; 

As  a  resident  of  Southern  Utah,  I  am  very  concerned  about  the  grcvth 
and  development  of  this  area.   Therefore,  I  wish  to  address  the  following 
comments  concerning  the  proposed  Allen  warner  Valley  energy  system,  to  be 
included  in  the  final  EIS  under  preparation  by  your  office. 

My  main  concerns  with  this  project  are  the  reduction  of  air  quality 
here,  and  excessive  resource  damage  that  that  the  proposed  Alton  stnprine 
and  accompanying  slurry  line  would  produce. 

The  draft  EIS  has  stated  concerns  over  reduction  of  Class  I  air  quality 
standards  in  Zion  National  Park,  as  well  as  the  Valley  of  Fire  park  in  Nevada. 
While  protection  of  park  values  is  and  should  be  a  major  concern,  what  or  the 
air  quality  outside  the  park,  in  the  communities  of  St.  George  and  Hurricane? 
Although  these  towns  do  not  have  Federaly  protected  Class  I  air  standards,  the 
air  here  is  just  as  pure  as  that  inside  the  parks.  What  of  the  breathing  needs 
of  Utah  citizens? 

With  thermal  inversions  trapping  smoke  and  fly  ash,  will  these 

people,  used  to  some  of  the  cleanest,  clearest  air  in  the  country,  be 

forced   to  breath  a  deadly,  home  grown  smog  like  our  neighbors  in  Los 

Angeles? 

Will  we  see  a  raise  in  lung  disease  and  related  disorders? 

A  large  portion  of  the  visitors  to  this  area  are  people  wishing 
to  escape  the  smog  and  pollution  of  our  country's  larger  cities.   Will 
a  reduction  of  air  quality,  the  dimming  of  our  now  expansive  vistas, 
harm  the  tourist  industry-a  major  business  in  our  area? 


O 


I  feel  that  this  is  a  very  important  consideration.   Alternatives 
which  do  not  sacrifice  our  air  for  dollars  should  be  sought.   Alternative 
energy  sources  are  available,  with  present  technologies.   These-  sources 
can  provide  sound  economic  base  and  energy  independence. 

Conjoining  the  Alton  stripmine  and  coal  slurry  line  with  the  power  plants 
only  adds  insult  to  injury,  with  futher  needless  destruction  of  our  resources; 
land,  water,  and  people. 

Bryce  National  park  will  suffer  air  quality  damage  and  offer  views  of 
scarred,  stripped  land,  showing  poeple  from  the  world  over  how  we  treat  our 
priceless  heritage. 

More  inportant  would  be  the  destruction  of  the  land  itself,  extremely 
difficult  to  restore  in  this  arid  climate.   Once  the  shale  soil  has  been  dis- 
turbed, water  runoff  will  increase,  percolation  and  regeneration  of  aquifers 
decrease.   The  pumping  of  thousands  of  gallons  per  minute  of  water  from  deep 
wells  ciay  troll  run  several  ranchers  in  Johnson  Canyon  out  of  business.  People, 
as  well  as  water  arc  far  to  precious  a  resource  to  needlessly  waste.  Also, 
there  is  a  threat  to  Kanab'q   own  water  pupply. 

The  Alton  coal  is  not  high  grade,  the  mine  has  a  predicted  life  of  some 
thirty  years.  Is  it  worth  the  sacrifices?  I  sincerely  hope  that  your  office 
feels  it  is  not. 


Jim  Crawford,  Cedar  City,  Utah 

Response  62-1 

Although  air  quality  could  decline  in  communities  outside  the  parks. 
Class  II  standards  and  NAAQS  would  have  to  be  complied  with  in  these  areas. 
The  NAAQS  were  set  by  EPA  to  protect  human  health  and  the  public  welfare,  and 
because  the  NAAQS  would  not  be  violated,  breathing  problems  would  not  be 
expected. 

Response  62-2 

Because  the  NAAQS  must  be  complied  with,  deadly  smog  would  not  occur  and 
increases  in  lung  disease  and  related  disorders  would  not  be  expected.  Refer 
also  to  Response  62-1. 

Response  62-3 

The  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  sections  of  Chapter  4  are  modified  in  the 
final  EIS  to  reflect  your  concern  of  potential  impacts  on  tourism. 

Response  62-4 

Your  concern  is  addressed  in  the  OSH  Southern  Utah  Petition  Evaluation 
Document  (USOI,  1980)  page  III-8.  The  latest  pumping  analysis  is  discussed 
in  the  revised  Mining  in  the  Alton  coal  lease  area  and  Groundwater  Pumping 
for  Coal  Slurry  sections,  Water  Resources,  under  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4 
of  the  final  EIS. 


I  strongly  support  that  Alternative  Number  5  be  selected.   This  could 
motivate  the  involved  communities  to  develop  long  lasting,  inexpensive  energy 
sources   in  no  more  time  than  power  plant  construction.  The  devestating  resource 
destruction  could  be  avoided.   Stable  employment  and  ecnomic  base  could  be  pro- 
vided for  Washington  county,  with  manpower  comming  from  inside  the  communities. 

Finally,  problems  resulting  from  sudden,  large  scale  construction  growth, 
such  as  increase  in  crime  and  shortage  of  the  necessary  sanitation  and  health 
facillities  would  not  develop. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  my  comments. 


/", 


Sincerely; 


/ 


Jim  Crawford 
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SIERRA  CLUB 

LEGAL  DEFENSE  FUND,  INC. 

)|S  Republic  Building      1D13  Trnnont  Plaor     Denver,  Colorado  8020.;     (jo))  892-6J01 


Morgan  Jensen,  District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box   724 

1579  North  Main  Street 

Cedar  City,  Utah   84720 


Dear  Mr.  Jensen: 


Sierra  Club. 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  thia  draft; 

iLneprefentS  an  encoura9ing  improvement  over  the  April, 
I960  preliminary  draft.  r"-"> 


Very  truly  yours, 

William  S.  Curtiss 
Rocky  Mountain  Office 


WSC/nat 


The  June  20,  1980  draft  environmental  impact  statement 
for  the  proposed  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  represents 
a  substantial  achievement  for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
("BLM").   In  a  short  time,  the  draft's  authors  have  produced 
and  compiled  a  tremendous  quantity  of  information  on  this 
complex  project  for  public  presentation  and  discussion.   In 
addition,  BLM  deserves  credit  for  its  recognition  that 
conservation  and  renewable  energy  sources  presently  consti- 
tute a  realistic  alternative  to  conventional,  central-station 
generating  facilities.   The  inclusion  of  Alternative  5  in  the 
draft  is  an  important  stop  forward  for  BIM's  analysis  of 
this  and  other  energy  projects. 

Despite  the  best  efforts  and  considerable  achievements 
of  the  draft's  authors,  this  document  falls  short  of  the 
mark.   It  does  not  fulfill  the  intention  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  ("NEPA")  that: 

The  primary  purpose  of  an  environmental  impact 
statement  is  to  serve  as  an  action-forcing  device  to 
insure  that  the  policies  and  goals  defined  in  the  Act 
are  infused  into  the  ongoing  programs  and  actions  of 
the  Federal  Government.   It  shall  provide  full  and  fair 
discussion  of  significant  environmental  impacts  and 
shall  inform  decision-makers  and  the  public  of  the 
reasonable  alternatives  which  would  avoid  or  minimize 
adverse  impacts  or  enhance  the  quality  of  the  human 
environment. 1/ 

Some  of  the  deficiencies  of  the  draft  are  informational  or 

analytical;  these  are  discussed  below  in  relation  to  the 

specific  alternatives  concerned.   The  other  deficiencies  are 

conceptual.   To  a  major  extent,  the  conceptual  flaws  are 

the  source  of  the  analytical  and  informational  shortcomings. 

The  most  crucial  of  the  systemmatic  deficiencies  in  the 


^ 

\--1 


draft  is  BLM's  insistence  on  meeting  an  unrealistic  schedule 

for  its  review  of  this  project.   The  BLM  Utah  State  Director 

was  given  the  lead  to  prepare  the  environmental  impact 

statement  for  this  project  in  November,  1974, -^  almost  six 

years  ago.   After  a  pause  resulting  from  a  shuffle  in  the 

list  of  proposed  project  participants,  work  on  the  statement 

resumed  in  December,  1977.   Between  November,  1974  and  May  of 

1979,  BLM  made  little  significant  progress  in  analyzing  this 

proposal.   In  May,  1979,  Assistant  Secretary  Guy  Martin 

acknowledged  this  sorry  state  of  affairs. 

"Our  history  of  trying  to  pull  together  our  work  on 
this  project  goes  back  well  into  last  year,  without 
much  visible  success.   Now,  events  have  caught  up 
with  us. "2/ 

BLM  has  chosen  to  cut  corners  and  to  restrict  the  scope  of 
its  inquiry  in  order  to  produce  a  document  consistent  with 
its  own  self-imposed  deadlines.   Unfortunately,  it  is  the 
public  which  stands  to  pay  the  price  of  BLM's  insistence  that 
scheduling  concerns,  and  not  the  task  itself,  would  dictate  the 
content  of  the  draft.   Urgent  directives  from  Washington  that: 
"Expeditious  processing  of  the  Company's  applications  and 
the  meeting  or  exceeding  of  the  milestones  specified  in  your 
schedule  is  required  to  meet  BLM  and  Departmental  priorities"!/ 
simply  do  not  substitute  for  analysis. 

The  Bureau's  belated  recognition  that  it  had  done  very 
little  in  a  great  deal  of  time,  and  its  subsequent  preoccupa- 
tion with  scheduling,  have  combined  to  produce  extensive  reli- 
ance in  the  draft  on  the  environmental  impact  statement  pre- 
pared by  USGS,  Development  of  Coal  Resouces  in  Southern  Utah 


("Coal  Statement"),  for  its  analysis  of  the  strip  mine 
proposed  as  a  source  of  coal  for  this  project.   Such  reliance 
is  misplaced  for  three  principal  reasons.   First,  the  mining 
scenario  considered  in  the  Coal  Statement  does  not  reflect  any 
surface  mining  plan  ever  submitted  by  Utah  International,  Inc. 
("UII"),  for  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  project;  it  was  intended 
instead  only  to  provide  a  basis  for  USGS  analysis.-'  In  relying 
on  the  resulting  environmental  statement,  BLM  is  relying  on 
hypothesis  and  ignoring  the  fact  that  this  project  includes 
underground  as  well  as  surface  coal  mining.   The  Bureau  re- 
jected the  option  of  waiting  until  UII  submitted  a  mining  plan 
before  going  ahead  with  preparation  of  a  draft.   Second,  the 
USGS  statement  inadequately  analyzed  the  effects  of  the  scenario 
presented  by  UII  with  respect  to  air  quality  and  visibility 
effects,  revegetation  potential,  water  quality  and  availability, 
and  visual  impacts.   The  shortcomings  of  the  statement  in  these 
areas  were  recognized  in  comments  on  the  draft  version  by 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  and  the  Office  of 
Surface  Mining  (OSM) ;  the  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  insisted 
on  a  specific  disclaimer  in  the  final  statement  expressing  its 
reservations  about  the  analysis.—    Even  the  BLM  Utah  State 
Director  questioned  the  adequacy  of  the  document  ir  July,  1979, 
requesting  that  the  Department  of  Interior  "assess  the  adequacy 
of  the  Southern  Utah  Regional  Coal  EIS  as  it  pertains  to  the 
Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System."-   Third,  the  regional 
coal  statement  is  outdated.   Significant  new  information  on 
the  issues  identified  above,  as  well  as  soils,  hydrology,  noise 


and  other  areas  of  importance  concerning  the  proposed  strip 
mine,  has  been  developed  since  that  statement  was  released 
which  calls  irto  serious  question  the  USGS  conclusions  re- 
garding the  environmental  consequences  of  mining.   While 
some  of  these  effects  are  being  considered  generically  by 
the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  in  connection  with  the  unsuit- 
ability  petition  filed  by  the  Sierra  Club,  Friends  of  the 
Earth,  Environmental  Defense  Fund,  and  others,  BLM's  obliga- 
tion to  evaluate  the  environmental  effects  of  this  proposal 
is  not  satisfied  by  passing  the  buck  to  OSM.   Despite  the 
current  inapplicability  of  the  USGS  analysis  as  a  measure  of 
the  effects  of  the  proposed  Alton  mine,  the  BLM  Director  in- 
structed the  Utah  State  office  that  the  draft's  analysis  of 

strip  mining  "should  be  limited  to  that  which  was  done  for 

8/ 

the  SURC  ES  (the  Coal  Statement)."-' 

The  scheduling  decisions  which  prompted  misplaced  re- 
liance on  the  Coal  Statement,  and  which  have  truncated  BLM's 
own  analysis,  are  of  the  agency's  own  making.   Their  result 
is,  as  described  below,  a  hurried  and  restricted  look  at  the 
pros  and  cons  of  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  project  which  fails 
to  insure  that  important  environmental  information  is  avail- 
able to  public  agencies  and  citizens.   BLM's  approach  deliberate- 
ly and  unjustifiably  shortchanges  those  issues  identified  as 
being  of  greatest  concern  to  the  citizens  who  attended  the 
scoping  meetings  held  by  BLM,  as  the  draft  candidly  admits 
at  page  1-6.   A  final  statement  on  this  project  which  continues 


to  rely  on  the  hypothetical,  badly-done,  and  outdated  coal 
statement  would  be  fatally  defective. 

Another  conceptual  flaw  in  the  draft  has  to  do  with 
BLM's  comparative  evaluation  of  the  six  alternatives  dis- 
cussed.  In  January,  1980,  BLM  announced  criteria  to  be 

used  by  the  Bureau  for  the  selection  of  a  "preferred  environ- 

9/ 

mental  alternative"  in  the  environmental  impact  statement. - 

The  current  draft,  however,  fails  entirely  to  mention  any 
such  "preferred  environmental  alternative,"  or  the  criteria 
announced  to  choose  it.   Instead,  the  draft  refers,  only, 
to  an  "Agency  Preferred  Alternative"  at  page  S-18  and  is 
silent  about  the  criteria  to  be  used  in  making  such  a  designa- 
tion, or  their  relative  weight.   Given  BLM's  prior  use  of 
'the  preferred  alternative"  selection  criteria  to  identify 
the  applicant's  project  as  the  "agency  preferred  alternative" 
in  the  April,  1980  preliminary  draft,  there  seems  to  be  some 
confusion  within  the  agency  regarding  whether  or  not  a 
separate  environmental  selection  will  be  made  in  the  final 
Allen-Warner  Valley  statement.   Members  of  the  public  are 
no  better  off  in  their  understanding  of  how  the  information 
in  the  statement  will  be  incorporated  into  BLM  decisionmaking 
in  this  instance. 

While  the  criteria  announced  last  January  by  BLM  were 
poorly  conceived  (in  that  they  favored  yes-or-no  responses 
which  do  not  promote  a  meaningful  comparative  astesment  of 
environmental  merit) ,  they  at  least  provided  the  public  and 


Sierra  Club  Legal  Defense  Fund,  Inc.,  Denver,  Colorado 
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Refer  to  Response  22-2  for  a  discussion  of  this  topic. 
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other  agencies  with  an  outline  of  how  BLM  intended  to 
weigh  environmental  values.   No  such  outline  appears  in 
the  draft. 

As  a  result  of  the  flap  generated  by  BLM's  choice  of 
alternatives  in  its  preliminary  draft  statement,  the  agency 
has  a  serious  credibility  problem.   Political  maneuvering 
by  Department  of  Interior  officials  seeking  to  insure  that 
the  project  as  proposed  would  be  BLM's  choice  in  the  pre- 
liminary draft  has  raised  doubts  about  whether  the  Allen- 
Warner  Valley  statement  will  be  used  as  a  tool  to  make  de- 
cisions on  objective  grounds,  as  required  by  30  CFR  §1502. l(s), 
or  will  be  used  instead  to  justify  a  decision  made  on 
political  grounds. 

This  credibility  problem  has  been  exacerbated  by  BLM's 
failure  to  make  public  the  nature  of  its  selection  and  the 
criteria  which  will  be  used  in  arriving  at  a  choice.   No 
explanation  is  offered  in  the  draft.   This  prevents  review 
and  comment  by  the  public  and  interested  agencies  regarding 
the  comparison  among  alternatives,  in  terms  of  the  appropri- 
ate selection  criteria  which  will  be  the  basis  of  BLM's 
choice.   Such  a  course  of  action  also  violates  the  Depart- 
ment of  Interior* s  announced  commitment  to  "consult,  coordi- 
nated, and  cooperate"—   with  other  public  agencies  and 
to  "provide,  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable,  timely 


contained  in  its  NEPA  complL- 


f 


information  to  the  public" — ' 
ance  manual. 

The  draft's  failure  to  include  any  side-by-side  corn- 
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Prior  to  the  BLM  EIS  team's  development  of  criteria  for  use  in  identifi- 
cation of  an  "environmentally  preferred  alternative"  (early  1980),  clarifica- 
tion was  provided  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  that  the  EI5  should 
identify  the  "agency-preferred"  rather  than  "environmentally  preferred" 
alternative.  This  clarification  was  based  on  several  discussions  related  to 
the  language  and  intent  of  the  material  contained  in  the  Federal  Register, 
November  29,  1978,  Part  VI,  entitled  "Council  on  Environmental  Quality, 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Implementation  of  Procedural  Provisions; 
Final  Regulations,"  and  further  confirmed  in  March  18,  1980  Departmental 
Manual,  Part  516,  Paragraph  4.10,  which  indicates  that  the  "EIS  shail- Tden7 
tify  the  applicants'  proposed  action  and  the  Bureau's  preferred  alternative." 

In  view  of  this  clarification,  it  was  apparent  that  the  environmental 
criteria  would  not  represent  all  of  the  considerations  involved  in  identify- 
ing the  agency  preferred  alternative.  In  an  internal  working  document 
(referred  to  in  the  comment  as  the  April  19S0  preliminary  draft),  BLM  pre- 
pared a  short  narrative  on  the  preferred  alternative  for  participating  agency 
review  and  comment.  However,  this  was  never  considered  by  BLM  as  an  of'icial 
position.  Prior  to  the  BLM  adoption  of  an  official  position,  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  waived  the  requirement  for  an  agency  preferred  alternative  in 
the  draft  EIS  due  to  possible  prejudicial  influence  on  Alton  coal  lease  area 
petition  events.  Consequently,  the  agency  preferred  alternative  was  not 
identified  in  the  draft  EIS,  but  is  included  in  the  final  EIS.  The  environ- 
mental criteria  developed  previously  by  the  EIS  team  were  used,  in  part,  in 
the  development  of  the  agency  preferred  alternative;  however,  the  selection 
has  been  strongly  influenced  by  several  key  events  as  explained  in  that 
portion  of  Chapter  2  entitled  Agency  Preferred  Alternative.  Also  noted  in 
that  explanation  is  the  30-day  public  review  period  for  comments  on  the  final 
EIS,  including  comments  on  the  agency  preferred  alternative. 

The  entire  contents  of  the  final  EIS  and  comments  received  during  the 
designated  public  review  period  will  be  part  of  the  record  provided  for 
consideration  in  decision  making  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  BLM.  A 
decision  document  will  be  prepared  to  identify  the  major  elements  considered. 
As  part  of  this  document,  both  the  agency  preferred  and  the  environmentally 
preferred  alternatives  will  be  noted. 

It  is  BLM's  position  that  the  substantive  issues  related  to  the  proposed 
Allen-Warner  Valley  energy  system  have  been  identified  in  both  the  draft  and 
final  EIS,  regardless  of  the  use  of  the  term  "environmentally  preferred 
alternative."  Public  access  to  information  has  not  been  limited,  as  demon- 
strated by  numerous  meetings,  presentations,  letters,  and  public  involvement 
events  during  more  than  5  years  of  BLM  work  on  this  project.  Four  EIS  public 
scoping  meetings  were  held  in  1979,  and  five  public  hearings  were  held  in 
1980  to  insure  formal  opportunity  for  public  input.  Public  comments  were 
solicited  on  the  draft  EIS.  A  special  newsletter  was  distributed  to  all 
individuals,  agencies,  and  organizations  on  the  AWV  mailing  list  (over  2.000 
letters)  in  October  1980  as  part  of  the  effort  to  maintain  public  involvement. 
This  final  EIS  was  distributed  to  all  parties  who  commented  on  the  draft  EIS, 
as  well  as  to  numerous  other  interested  citizens,  organizations,  and  agencies. 


parison  of  the  alternatives,  as  required  by  the  CEQ  NEPA 

regulations,  30  CFR  S1S02.14,  adds  to  the  mystery.   That 

regulation  provides  that  a  statement  should: 

"present  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  pro- 
posal and  the  alternatives  in  comparative  form, 
thu3  sharply  defining  the  issues  and  providing 
a  clear  basis  for  choice  among  options  by  the 
decisionmaker  and  the  public. "12/ 

Under  the  CEQ  regulations,  this  directive  is  applicable  to 
draft,  as  well  as  final  statements. — '   The  alternatives 
to  this  proposal,  and  the  comparison  of  them  constitutes  the 
"heart  of  the  environmental  impact  statement."   Without  any 
comparative  analysis,  however,  raw  data  alone  provide  no 
clear  basis  for  a  choice.   Tables  4-7,  4-8,  4-11,  and  4-13 
of  the  draft  do  not  alleviate  the  problem,  since  they  consider 
only  Alternatives  1  through  4;  no  comparable  information  is 
presented  regarding  Alternative  5  and  6. 

As  a  result  of  the  draft's  omission  of  both  decision- 
making criteria  and  a  comparative  analysis  of  the  alterna- 
tives, the  manner  in  which  BLM  intends  to  insure  that  the 
policies  and  goals  of  NEPA  will  be  achieved  through  its 
choice  among  the  alternatives  is  unknown  and  unexamined. 
Waiting  until  the  final  statement  to  present  the  public 
with  BLM's  already-made  choice  unjustifiably  bars  effective 
input  from  citizens  as  well  as  other  agencies  regarding  the 
choice  and  its  methodology.   The  performance  of  BLf  so  far 
in  carrying  out  its  responsibilities  under  NEPA  does  not 
suggest  that  its  decisionmaking  could  not  be  significantly 
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To  reflect  your  concern,  a  comparison  of  alternatives  1s  included  In 
table  2-19  of  the  final  EIS. 


improved  by  considering  the  views  of  the  project  sponsors, 
the  public,  local  governments,  and  other  agencies.   Failure 
to  do  so  before  the  fact  can  only  contribute  to  the  Bureau's 
lack  of  credibility  in  evaluating  this  project.  ' 

In  addition  to  these  general  comments  on  the  draft, 
the  Sierra  Club  submits  the  following  observations  on  the 
various  alternatives  and  the  BLM's  analysis  of  them. 
ALTERNATIVE  1 
The  analysis  of  Alternative  1  is  seriously  incomplete. 
Even  so,  the  available  information  confirms  that  the  appli- 
cants' proposal  is  an  ill-conceived  and  unnecessary  environ- 
mental disaster. 

!■   The  Altoh  Mine.   As  already  noted,  the  draft's 
reliance  on  the  Coal  Statement  to  evaluate  the  environ- 
mental effects  of  strip  mining  coal  to  supply  the  Harry 
Allen  and  Warner-Valley  power  plants  is  mistaken;  such 
reliance  substantially  underestimates  the  adverse  effects 
on  the  visitor  experience  at  Bryce  Canyon  Naitonal  Park 
from  air  pollution,  noise,  visual  impact,  disruption  of 
wildlife  migration,  and  the  introduction  of  exotic  species 
resulting  from  mining  and  unsuccessful  reclamation  attempts. 
In  addition,  the  harms  from  mining  to  the  directly  affected 
area  due  to  the  unlikelihood  of  successful  revegetation, 
aquifer  disruption,  diminished  water  quantity  and  quality,  and 
erosion,  are  either  ignored  outright  or  unquantif ied.   Be- 
yond that,  such  reliance  fails  to  address  the  hazards  to 

adjacent  lands  used  for  farming  and  pasture  from  increased 
Response  63-4 

Your  concern  Is  addressed  in  the  revised  Alternative  1  analysis  of 
Chapter  4  1n  the  final  EIS.  Substantial  revisions  have  been  Hade  to  this 
section  based  on  the  OSM  Southern  Utah  Petition  Evaluation  Document.  (USOI. 
1980).  ~~ 


flooding,  reduction  in  flows  from  springs,  wells,  and  streams, 
and  impaired  water  quality.   Nearby  recreational  lands  in 
Dixie  National  Forest  also  stand  to  be  degraded  by  noise, 
air  pollution,  visual  impact,  and  disruption  of  wildlife. 
These  effects  must  be  quantified  and  analyzed  as  part  of 
this  statement  in  order  to  permit  any  useful  comparison  of 
this  alternative  with  the  others. 

Information  compiled  in  connection  with  OSM's  ongoing 
unsuitability  petition  review  process  should  be  included 
concerning  the  effects  of  mining  coal  at  Alton,  in  an  at- 
tempt to  evaluate  some  of  the  vague  generalities  contained 
in  the  draft.   Where  available  information  does  not  permit 
BLM  to  reach  a  definitive  condlusion,  both  the  range  of 
possibilities  and  their  consequences  for  the  applicants' 
proposal  should  be  provided. 

2.   Air  quality.   It  is  apparent  that  Alternative  1 
has  air  quality  problems  which  available  information  sug- 
gests are  fatal  to  the  project. 

At  the  Harry  Allen  site,  EPA's  Valley  Model  shows  S02 
concentration  increases  far  in  excess  of  the  allowable 
limits  under  the  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 
(PSD)  provisions  of  Section  165  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amend- 
ments of  1977.   This  model  is  presently  the  only  analysis 
of  air  quality  approved  by  EPA  for  use  in  evaluating  the 
pending  Allen  plant  permit  applications  submitted  by  Nevada 
Power  Company  (NPC) .   Table  4-3  of  the  draft  fails  to  in- 


clude all  of  the  results  of  EPA's  modeling.   As  we  under- 
stand them,  EPA's  calculated  Class  II  S0?  concentrations 
are  as  follows. 

Estimated  concentration  {ug/m  ) 
Sulphur  Dioxide  (SO2) 
Annual  2 4 -hour  3-hour 

44  94-"A"  Stability  1388"E"  Stability 

(Limit:  20)      347"E"  Stability  2488T"  Stability 

622"F"  Stability 

(Limit:  91)  (Limit:  512) 

Theses  figures  show  that  emisssions  from  the  2000  MW  Harry 
Allen  plant  exceed  allowable  Class  II  concentration  in- 
creases by  a  factor  of  as  much  as  seven.   While  NPC  may 
eventually  submit  a  model  acceptable  to  EPA  which  predicts 
less  extreme  results,  that  eventuality  is  completely  specu- 
lative.  BLM  should  recognize  that  final  EPA  action  on  the 
permit  application,  now  deemed  "incomplete,"  will  almost 
certainly  occur  after  the  final  statement  and  Secretarial 
decision  on  the  entire  project.   Unless  EPA's  analysis 
changes  dramatically,  the  pending  application  must  be  denied, 
and  that  fact  should  be  acknowledged  in  the  draft.   The  SO, 
discussion  on  page  4-10  gives  te  erroneous  impression  that 
EPA's  results  are  simply  one  of  a  number  of  different  views. 
The  results  of  the  Valley  Model  demonstrate  that  substantial 
changes  in  the  size,  emissions  control  equipment,  or  coal 
source  for  the  plant  may  be  required  if  it  is  ever  to  have 
any  realistic  chance  to  meet  air  quality  constraints. 

EPA's  analysis  of  the  Warner  Valley  Plant  also  shows 
that  it  would  similarly  violate  allowable  Class  II  PSD 


increments.   Approval  of  NPC ' s  pending  Warner  Valley  ap- 
plications is  made  even  less  likely  by  the  formal  request  by 
the  National  Park  Service,  as  Federal  Land  Manager,  thai   EPA 
deny  such  applications, — '  which  should  be  reflected  in  the 
draft. 

The  information  now  available  suggests  that  the  project 
sponsors  have  slim  hopes  of  obtaining  EPA  approval  for 
either  of  the  two  coal-fired  powerplants.   The  draft  should 
reflect  current  knowledge  and  disclose  the  effects  of 
permit  denial  at  either  site  upon  the  benefits  of  construct- 
ing the  remaining  portions  of  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy 
System.   Even  if  the  plants  are  approved,  each  of  them  is 
likely  to  corsuir.e  all,  or  substantially  all,  of  the  avail- 
able Class  II  S02  increment  for  its  locale,  thereby  limit- 
ing development  of  other  industrial  SO,  sources  in  the  same 
airsheds.   The  effects  of  such  limitation  should  also  be 
considered  in  the  draft. 

3.   Water.   Water,  like  air  quality,  also  imposes 
potentially  crippling  limitations  on  realizing  the  utili- 
ties' plan. 

Groundwater  availability  for  use  in  the  coal  slurry 
lines  was  evaluated  in  a  recent  study  by  R.M.  Cordova, 
"Groundwater  Conditions  in  the  Upper  Virgin  River  and  Kanab 
Creek  Disins  Area,  Utah,  with  Emphasis  on  the  Navajo  Sand- 
stone" (USGS  Open  File  Report  80524,  1980),  which  should 
have  been  analyzed  in  BLM's  draft.   That  study  concluded 


Response  63-5 

The  application  of  the  EPA  Valley  model  by  Region  IX  in  the  screening 
process  does  show  violations  of  air  quality  standards  as  you  have  indicated 
and  as  discussed  in  the  text  of  the  draft  EIS.  Additional  values  which  are 
included  in  your  comments  are  included  in  the  final  EIS.  This  has  called  for 
the  need  for  more  sophisticated  modeling  as  indicated  in  the  modeling  guide- 
lines to  determine  if  air  quality  standards  can  be  met  and  EPA  and  NPC  are  in 
the  process  of  doing  this  in  the  PSD  permit  procedures.  As  of  this  date,  EPA 
has  not  approved  a  model  to  be  used  by  NPC.  Once  approved  modeling  protocol 
is  developed,  NPC  will  submit  modeling  results  to  EPA  Region  IX  along  with 
additional  BACT  information.  Once  this  is  done  and  EPA  determines  NPC  PSD 
application  to  be  complete,  they  will  issue  a  preliminary  determination  to 
issue  or  deny  the  application.  Region  IX  will  not  accomplish  all  of  this  in 
time  for  inclusion  in  the  final  EIS  but  the  determination  may  be  available  in 
time  for  the  Secretarial  decision  in  January  of  1981.  See  the  Air  Quality 
section  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in  the  FEIS. 
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The  text  is  amended  in  the  Air  Quality  sections  of  Chapter  4  in  the 
final  EIS  to  acknowledge  that  increment  consumption  by  the  proposed  power- 
plants  could  limit  other  future  growth  in  the  area.  However,  operation  of 
the  plants  would  not  consume  all  available  Class  II  increments  on  a  short- 
term  basis  for  an  entire  airshed,  but  only  in  a  small  area  containing  the 
maximum  concentration.  Depending  on  meteorological  conditions,  stack  param- 
eters, and  other  factors,  emissions  from  other  sources  in  the  same  area  may 
or  may  not  impact  the  same  small  area  over  the  worst-case  24-hour  or  3-hour 
periods.  Annual  average  increment  consumption  is  easier  to  track  because 
annual  concentrations  from  two  or  more  sources  can  be  summed  at  each  point, 
assuming  that  adequate  meteorological  data  for  model  input  is  available.' 
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The  Cordova  report  was  not  available  during  the  preparation  of  the  draft 
EIS  submission.  To  reflect  your  comment,  however,  the  final  EIS  includes  an 
analysis  of  this  report.  See  the  Ground  Water  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  sec- 
tion, Water  Resources,  under  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 

Alternative  coal  transportation  routes  have  been  studied  in  several 
documents,  including  the  Kaiparowits  Coal  Development  and  Transportation 
Study  (USDI,  1980).   Refer  to  Response  12-5  for  a  discussion  on  this  topic? 
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that  groundwater  pumping  at  Bald  Knoll  may  seriously  af- 
fect both  groundwater  quantity  and  groundwater  quality  in 
the  local  area.   This  study  indicates  that  the  inter-re- 
lation between  Blad  Knoll  wells  and  local  groundwater  users, 
as  well  as  limited  groundwater  quantity,  may  dictate  substan- 
tial changes  in  the  method  of  coal  transport  used  for  the 
project.   While  recognition  and  evaluation  of  this  inter-rela- 
tion should  be  a  part  of  the  statement's  discussion  of  the 
environmental  effects  of  the  Alton  mine,  it  also  requires 
that  alternative  coal  transportation  systems  be  examined 
to  see  whether  the  project  remains  feasible  if  the  Utah 
State  Engineer  determines  that  some  significant  portion 
of  UII's  pending  groundwater  appropriations  should  be 
denied  because  of  interference  with  existing  water  rights. 

4.   cost.   The  draft  fails  entirely  to  consider  the 
economics  of  this  proposal,  despite  the  considerable  im- 
portance of  cost  in  shaping  the  project  and  as  a  tool  for 
comparing  the  alternatives. 

The  sponsors'  choice  of  the  proposed  Alton  surface 
mine  is  based  on  their  assertion  that  it  provides  the  cheap- 
est coal  for  the  pcwerplants. — '   In  comparing  the  costs 
and  benefits  of  the  Alton  mine  component  of  this  project, 
such  a  claim  must  be  evaluated  and  weighed  against  the 
mine's  environmental  effects.   The  evaluation  of  coal  source 
economics  is  also  necessary  to  compare,  for  example,  Alterna- 
tive 2  with,  Alternative  4.   According  to  project  sponsors, 
coal  costs  will  make  up  more  than  40%  of  the  total  cost 
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of  the  project  over  it3  useful  life.- — *   The  role  of  econ- 
omics in  this  analysis  is  consistent  with  BLM's  announcement 
in  January,  1980,  that  its  revised  selection  criteria  would 
reflect  "overall  cost  to  the  electric  consumer." — 

The  cost  of  energy  from  each  separate  powerplant 
must  also  be  determined  in  the  statement  in  order  to  effect- 
ively compare,  for  example.  Alternative  1  with  Alternative 
2.   Much  of  this  information  will  be  available  as  a  part 
of  the  ongoing  Califonia  Public  Utilities  Commission  (CPUC) 
proceedings  regarding  this  project. 

The  statement  should  also  analyze  energy  costs  of 
each  complete  alternative  as  a  whole  for  comparison  with 
the  others.   The  Environmental  Defense  Fund's  study  of  the 
relative  economics  of  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System, 
An  Alternative  to  the  Allcn-Wnrn^r  Valley  Energy  System; 
A  Technical  and  Economic  Analysis  (July  1980) ,  concluded 
that  a  combination  of  increased  conservation,  cogeneration, 
geothermal  power,  wind  energy,  and  biomass  could  supply 
an  amount  of  energy  equivalent  to  the  utilities  proposal  in 
the  same  time  frame,  at  reduced  environmental  cost,  and  at 
total:,  savings  to  consumers  of  about  500  million  in  current 
dollars.   Utility  shareholders  as  well  as  the  utilities 
themselves  would  be  better  off  if  the  Allen-Warner  Valley 
project  were  scrapped  in  favor  of  such  an  alternative  strat- 
egy.  Alternative  %   contains  the  same  basic  elements  as  the 
scenario  analyzed  by  EDF ,  and  its  comparison  to  other  coal- 
fired  alternatives  in  the  statement  should  reflect  these 
ootential  economic  advantages. 
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Besides  facilitating  a  comparison  among  alternatives, 
economic  factors  must  also  be  considered  in  evaluating  the 
viability  of  individual  components  of  the  Allen-Warner 
Valley  Energy  System  under  various  environmental  constraints. 
If,  for  example,  air  quality  limitations  on  the  Warner 
Valley  plant  were  to  require  96%  scrubbing  rather  than  the 
92%  proposed  by  NPC,  the  additional  cost  of  the  more  ef- 
ficient scrubbers  would  be  one  measure  of  whether  or  not 
the  Warner  Valley  plant  would  remain  a  feasible  part  of  the 
^overall  project  under  those  circumstances. 

5-  Project  Benefits.   The  claimed  benefits  of  the 
Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  are  twofold:  First, 
sponsors  assert  that  the  2500  MW  total  generating  capacity 
is  necessary  to  meet  the  increase  in  demand  for  electricity. 
Second,  the  project  is  also  claimed  to  providea  reduction 
in  oil-fired  generation  and,  therefore,  foreign  oil  imports 
as  well. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  two  benefits  are  mutual- 
ly exclusive;  to  the  extent  that  new  capacity  is  necessary 
to  meet  increased  demand,  no  oil-fired  generation  is  dis- 
placed; to  the  extent  that  existing  oil-fired  capacity  is 
displaced,  energy  is  not  available  to  meet  new  demand. 

Although  the  question  of  "need"  for  the  additional 
capacity  provided  by  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  project  to 
meet  increased  demand  is  a  complex  one,  it  is  clear  that 
under  the  Califonia  Energy  Commission's  officially  adopted 
j  forecast  in  its  second  Biennial  Report,— /  California's  case 
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for  the  project  is  dubious  indeed.   The  July  31,  1980  CPUC 

draft  environmental  impact  report  ("EIR")  confirms  that 

current  utility  supply  plans,  even  entirely  without  this 

project,  are  sufficient  to  meet  demand  until  after  1990 

under  this  forecast: 

"(B)  representatives  of  both  utilities  [SCE  and 
PGS.E]  are  on  record  in  agreement  with  the  conclusion 
that  use  of  the  Energy  Commission  demand  forecast 
and  the  utility  supply  plans  yields  no  need  for  the 
capacity  represented  by  Allen/Warner  project  for 
purposes  of  maintaining  system  reliability . "12/ 

Under  the  EIR's  analysis,  therefore,  there  is  no  "need"  ■ 
for  this  project  to  meet  increased  demand;  the  only  leg- 
itimate claim  of  it  is  based  upon  displacement  of  oil-fired 
generating  plants  in  California.   While  a  detailed  assess- 
ment of  this  latter  "need"  will  be  a  part  of  the  CPUC ' s 
decision  in  the  California  utilities'  participation  in 
the  proposed  project,  it  is  important  that  BLM's  environ- 
mental analysis  recognize  that  the  displacement  of  oil, 
and  not  meeting  new  demand,  is  the  basis  of  "need"  for 
California's  80%  share  of  this  project.   The  discussion  of 
"need"  in  the  draft  which  begins  at  page  1-1  should  also 
be  revised  to  reflect  this  conclusion.   The  discussion  of 
oil  deplacement  should  also  show  that  California's  2090  MW 
share  of  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  project  represents  just 
10*  of  its  present  21900  MW  oil  and  gas  generating  capacity. 

6.  Socioeconomics .   Beginning  at  page  461,  the  draft 
describes  a  variety  of  consequences  flowing  from  employ- 
ment surges  in  Kane  and  Washington  Counties  during  the 
construction  phase  of  the  proposed  project  which  includes 
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explosive  growth,  shortages  of  community  services,  and 
deterioration  in  the  local  quality  of  life.   The  draft 
implies  that  these  effects  on  the  small,  homogeneous 
southern  Utah  communities  may  be  offset  through  several 
mechanisms  intended  to  provide  money  as  a  solution  to 
these  problems.   Aside  from  leaving  unanswered  the  cen- 
tral question  of  whether  financial  assistance  will  prevent 
a  Rock  Springs  in  southern  Utah,  this  conclusion  also 
apparently  ignores  two  additional  effects  which  should  be 
considered  in  this  section  of  the  draft. 

First,  dramatic  increases  in  total  income  resulting 
from  creation  of  high-paying  construction  or  mining  jobs 
may  contribute  to  localized  inflation,  particularly  where 
demand  for  new  housing,  goods,  and  services  outstrips  sup- 
ply.  The  effects  of  this  inflation  are  felt  most  acutely 
by  low-income  or  fixed-income  residents.   Such  residents 
probably  include  many  of  the  retirement-aged  persons  identi- 
fied in  the  draft  at  page  3-31  as  a  source  of  the  local 
region's  historic  growth.   The  draft  should  determine 
how  the  benefits  and  burdens  of  sudden  jumps  in  total 
income  would  affect  the  various  segments  of  the  communi- 
ties concerned. 

Second,  the  draft  does  not  evaluate  the  potential 
economic  repercussions  of  reduced  tourism  in  southern 
Utah  caused  by  degradation  of  Bryce  Canyon  and  Zion  National 
Park  attributable  to  the  implementation  of  Alternative  1. 

According  to  the  draft,  "trade,  especially  tourist-related, 

20/ 
tends  to  dominate"  employment  and  income  in  the  region. — 
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Approximately  1.9  million  people  visited  Bryce  Canyon  and 
Zion  National  Parks  in  1979,  contributing  a  major  portion 
of  this  tourist-related  trade.   Damage  to  these  parks  from 
raining  may  reduce  the  number  of  visitors,  and,  hence,  af- 
fect the  regional  economy.   The  draft  should  incorporate 
the  results  of  the  National  Park  Service  visitor  perception 
survey  now  being  conducted  at  Bryce  Canyon  to  evaluate 
what  adverse  economic  effects  in  the  area  would  be  caused 
by  the  impact  of  this  project  on  the  visitor  experience  in 
the  two  national  parks  which  are  threatened. 

7.  Conclusion.  In  order  to  be  implemented  as  proposed. 
Alternative  1  must  overcome  each  of  the  following  regulatory 
hurdles : 

a.  Selection  as  BLM's  preferred  alternative; 

b.  Issuance  of   air   quality   permits   for   the   Warner 
Valley  and   Harry  Allen   powerplants    from  EPA   and   concur- 
rence  by  WPS   that  emission   from   the  Warner  Valley   plant 
will   not   adversely   affect   air   quality-related   values    (in- 
cluding  visibility); 

c.  Issuance  of   a   decision  by   the   Secretary  which  does 
not  declare   unsuitable   any   significant   portion  of   the 
planned   Alton   mining    area; 

d.  Certification   of    the   participation   of    SCE   and 
PGiE    in    the    project    by   CPUC; 

e.  Approval   of    a   mining    plan   at   Alton   by  OSM   and   con- 
currence  by  NPS   pursuant    to  the   Surface   Mining  Control   and 
Reclamation    Act,    30   USC    51272(e)     (3); 

f.  Approval   of    UII's  water    rights    to   water    for    the 
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slurry    lines   by   the   Utah   State   Engineer; 

g.      Issuance   of    favorable  biological   opinions   by   the 
U.S.    Fish  and  Wildlife   Service   regarding   officially   listed 
endangered   and    candidate    species.      Failure    to    receive   even 
one   of    these   approvals  may   drastically    impair    the    feasibility 
of    this   alternative. 

Given   the    regulatory   vulnerability   of    this   alternative, 
its   well   dcumented    threat    to   environmental    values,    and    its 
relatively   poor   economics,    it   is    inconceivable     that   Alterna- 
tive  1   could  be   BLM's   choice   under   any   reasonable   selection 
criteria . 

ALTERNATIVE  5 

The  draft  indicates  that  in  the  PG&E  and  SCE  service 
areas,  the  "Feasible  Alternative  Energy  Sources  Mix",  com- 
bined with  the  direct  use  of  solar  energy  and  the  implement- 
ation of  additional  conservation  and  load  management  prac- 
tices could  provide  the  equivalent  of  6724  MW  of  capacity. 
That  total  would  displace  the  entire  2090  MW  California 
share  of  the  proposed  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System 
and  provide  an  additional  4634  MW  increment  for  oil  dis- 
placement (equal  to  a  21%  reduction  in  current  oil-fired 
capacity) .   This  result  is  consistent  with  other  recent 
studies,  including  Moving  California  Toward  a  Renewable 
Energy  Future  by  Laura  King  of  the  Natural  Resources  De- 
fense Council  (1980) ,  which  concluded  at  page  1-3  that 

"If  an  agressive  conservation  effort  is  mounted, 
little  expansion  of  the  existing  electric  supply 
system  will  be  needed  over  the  next  fifteen  years. 
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The  scenario  [that  is,  the  energy  conservation 
scenario  described  in  Chapter  III  of  the  study) 
also  shows  that  those  additions  in  supply  that 
will  be  required  include  no  nuclear  or  coal-fired 
power  plants  beyond  those  presently  operating." 

21/ 
As  noted  above,  EDF's  study —  of  comparative  economics 

shows  that  substituting  such  a  program  for  the  applicants" 
proposal  would  benefit  consumers,  utilities,  and  utility 
shareholders  alike.   The  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council's 
study  of  its  alternative  energy  strategy,  (which  combines 
conservation,  cogeneration,  hydropower  improvement,  geo- 
thermal,  wind,  and  solar  energy  sources),  also  shares  EDF's 
conclusion  that  such  energy  sources  would  be  less  expensive 
and  would  create  more  jobs  than  would  construction  of 
conventional  generating  facilities. 

Unfortunately,  Alternative  5  is  presented  in  a  broad- 
brush  manner  which  makes  it  difficult  to  draw  a  detailed 
side-by-side  comparison  of  environmental  effects  between 
Alternative   5  and  the  others.   The  level  of  detail  analyzed 
in  the  draft  is  sufficient,  however,  to  clearly  indicate 
that  Alternative  5  has  the  greatest  potential  benefit,  at 
the  lowest  potential  economic  and  environmental  cost,  of  the 
six  alternatives  considered  in  the  draft. 

For  the  final  statement.  Alternative  5  should  be  re- 
fined and  made  more  concrete  in  an  effort  to  realize  that 
potential.   The  total  equivalent  capacity  of  the  components 
of  the  strategy  considered  should  be  reduced  to  2500  MW  in 
order  to  facilitate  comparison  with  the  other  alternatives, 
and  distributed  among  the  various  utility  service  areas  in 
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the  same  proportion  as  the  shares  in  the  Allen-Warner 

Valley  project. 

ALTERNATIVE  4 
Alternative  4  consists  of  the  applicants' Harry  Allen 
power  plant,  but  supplied  with  central  Utah  or  Wyoming  coal 
by  rail.   As  such,  this  option  also  shares  the  air  quality 
limitations  and  permitting  difficulties  of  Alternative  1. 
At  the  present,  the  available  evidence  suggests  that  a  2000 
MW  coal-fired  powerplant  cannot  be  sited  at  Dry  Lake  accord- 
ing to  EPA's  Valley  Model,  without  violations  of  Class  II 
PSD  increments  and  adverse  air  quality  affects  on  nearby 
public  recreation  areas.   While  the  draft  suggests  that 
central  Utah  or  Wyoming  coal  may  reduce  the  severity  of 
such  violations,  simply  changing  fuel  sources  does  not 

22/ 
solve  air  quality  problems. — 

The  draft's  analysis  of  the  environmental  effects  of 
mining  coal  in  Wyoming  or  Central  Utah  rests  upon  an  in- 
correct assumption,  namely  that  coal  for  the  plant  must 
come  from  either  new  mines  or  expansion  of  existing  mines. 
Such  is  not  the  case.   A  recent  survey  of  coal  suppliers 
conducted  by  Southern  California  Edison  Company  in  June 
1980  confirms  that  there  is  sufficient  existing  excess  coal 
mining  capacity  to  supply  the  Allen  facility.—   we  en- 
courage BLM  to  review  this  study,  and  similar  efforts 
by  the  CPUC  staff.   The  analysis  of  Alternative  4  should 
recognize  that  the  effects  of  building  the  powerplant  and 
of  an  increase  in  current  mining  activity  are  separate. 
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The  draft  erroneously  links  them. 

ALTERNATIVE  2 

Alternative  2  also  envisions  a  2000  MW  generating 
plant  at  Dry  Lake,  Nevada,  but  this  option  includes  the 
Alton  mine  as  fuel  source.   The  analysis  of  this  alterna- 
tive shares  the  deficiencies  of  Alternative  l's  analysis 
of  the  mine  and  Harry  Allen  plant  which  are  discussed  above. 

In  light  of  available  information.  Alternative  2 
makes  little  sense.   It  combines  most  of  the  worst  features 
of  Alternative  1;  its  only  improvement  over  the  applicants' 
proposal  is  the  elimination  of  the  Warner  Valley  plant  and 
reservoir.   It  provides  the  same  energy  or  oil-displacement 
benefits  as  Alternative  4,  but  at  a  much  higher  environmental 
cost.   This  alternative  should  be  reviewed,  as  discussed 
below,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  or  not  it  represents 
a  reasonable  set  of  trade-offs  when  compared  to  the  remain- 
ing alternatives. 

ALTERNATIVE  3 

The  250   MW   powerplant  at  the  Warner-Valley  site 
included  as  a  part  of  Alternative  3  should  be  dropped  unless 
BLM  can  justify  construction  of  such  a  small  plant  on 
economic  grounds.   In  all  likelihood,  a  250  MW  capacity  will 
not  provide  sufficient  energy  to  balance  its  economic  costs, 
much  less  its  environmental  costs.   This  is  particularly 
true  when  the  plant  requires  operation  of  its  own  mine,  as  in 
this  alternative.   While  the  rationale  for  the  inclusion  of 
a  reduced  Warner-Valley  power  plant  is  sound,  namely  that 
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air  quality  constraints  may  not  allow  a  500  MW  capacity, 
BLM  should  review  its  feasibility  when  coupled  with  a  1 
million  ton/year  surface  mine. 

The  draft  suffers  from  the  presence  of  several  Alter- 
natives which  consist  of  simple  variations  on  a  theme; 
they  are  too  similar  to  justify  extended  analysis.   As 
proposed.  Alternatives  2  and  3  have  nothing  to  offer  in 
light  of  what  information  is  available  concerning  the 
other  Alternatives.   They  do  not  embody  a  sufficiently 
distinguishable  set  of  advantages  and  disadvantages  to 
warrant  being  treated  as  separate  alternatives.   Instead, 
they  should  be  combined  to  create  a  single  new  alternative, 
which  better  reflects  the  tradeoffs  involved.   One  sug- 
gestion would  be  to  consider  a  1000-1200  MW  plant  using 
market  coal  at  the  Harry  Allen  site. 

SUMMARY 
The  draft  is  sufficient  to  identify  the  basic  environ- 
mental issues  concerning  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy 
System,  its  coal-fired  variations,  and  a  conservation/ 
alternative  resources  alternative.   What  it  lacks  is  suf- 
ficient analysis  to  quantify  those  issues  and  to  permit 
a  serious  comparative  analysis  of  the  options  available. 
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Special  Projects,  before  the  California  'Public  Utilities 
Commission  in  Application  No.  59308,  April  15,  1980,  at 
p.  26  lines  22-24  of  the  Reporter's  Transcript,  Volume  1. 
Hereafter,  references  to  such  testimony  by  line  and 

page  number  of  that  transcript  will  be  in  the  form  "R  T 
26:22-24". 

16.  See  Arlidge  testimony  at  R.T.  197:27-28. 

17.  See  note  9.   The  quote  is  from  criterion  No.  1,  which 
reads  in  full:  "Meets  at  least  in  part  the  anticipated 
energy  needs  of  the  utilities  service  areas  at  the  low- 
est possible  overall  cost  to  the  consumer. 

18.  California  Energy  Commission  (1979).   This  forecast 
will  also  be  used  to  evaluate  need  by  the  CPUC  in  its 
proceedings . 

19.  California  Public  Utilities  Commission,  Draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Report:   Allen  Warner  Energy  System  and 
Western  Transmission  Lines  Application  No.  59308,  July 
31,  1980  (PUC  EIR)  at  1-43. 

20.  Draft  at  3-31. 


21.  See  Page  13. 

22.  See  draft.  Table  4-12,  at 


4-129. 


23.   A  copy  of  this  study,  submitted  to  the  California 

Energy  Commission  in  Docket  No.  79-N01-3  in  June  9, 
1980,  was  prepared  by  Thomas  J.  Rose.   The  survey 
indicates  that  2  million  tons  per  year  of  excess  strip- 
mined  coal  per  year  is  available  from  Wyoming,  and 
that  a  total  of  8  million  tons  of  deep-mined  coal  is 
available  from  existing  mines  in  Central  Utah,  Colorado, 
and  Wyoming . 
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Heqqe  Hards,   Salt  Lake  City.  Utah 

Response  64-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 
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Mr,  Morgan  Jensen 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  724  { 

1579  North  Main  Street 

Cedar  City,  UT  84720 

Dear  Mr.  Jensen: 

Being   a    new   resident   of  Cedar  City   and   a    frequent    visitor    to   Bryce   and   Zion 
National   Parks,    I  was  appalled   to   learn  of    the  Allen-Werner  Valley   Energy 
System   (AWES)    and   its   potential   for  irreversable   damage   to   this   unique  and 
beautiful  area.      Southvest   Utah  contains  many  priceless    resources   that  should 
be   protected   from  environmental  degradation. 

AWVES    is  not   the  only  answer  to  our  energy  shortage.      There  are  many  alternative 
energy  sources   such  as  solar,  wind,    geothermal  and  conservation   that  could 
provide  a  greater  energy   yield  at   less  cost,    in   the  same  period  as    the  Allen- 
Warner  Valley   Energy   System. 

In  particular,   I    feel  that  emissions   from  the  Warner  Valley   Plant  could  vio- 
late  the  Class   I   air  quality  values  of  Zion  National  Park. 

Dust   from  strip  mining  operations   in  Alton  Hills  could  obscure    the  panoramic 
visual   range  of  Bryce  Canyon's  Yovimpa  Point  overlook  by   64%. 

Pumping  10,000  acre   feet  of  groundwater  yearly  for   the  slurry   lives   could 
adversely  affect  existing  water  rights    to  several  wells  and  springs,   vital 
to  area   residents. 

I  would   like   to  suggest  and   encourage   the  BLM  to  select  Alternative  5   -  The 
Energy  Conservation  and  Alternate  Energy  Sources  Alternative.      This  alternative 
vill  provide  a  greater  yield   in  energy  at   less  cost    than   the  Allen-Warner 

Valley  Energy  System. 

Please  include  my   letter  in   the   final  environmental  and  decision  making  pro- 
cess   for  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System. 

I    thank   you    in  advance  considering   my   opinions. 

Sincerely, 


Carleton  Petar,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

Response  65-1 

Your  concerns  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 


M 


Frank  Montana,  Cedar  City.  Utah 

Response  66-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  .  in  the  decision  making 
process. 


August  15,  1980 


District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Cedar  City  District  Office 
1579  North  Main,  P.O.  Box  724 
Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 


Dear  Sir: 


© 


Governor's  Commission  on  Arizona  Environment,  Phoenix,  Arizona 

Response  67-1 

The  proposed  Warner  to  Pecos  transmission  line  would  extend  south  fron 
the  Warner  Valley  powerplant  to  where  it  would  intersect  the  existing  Navajo- 
HcCullough  transmission  line.  The  proposed  line  would  run  parallel  north  and 
adjacent  to  the  existing  line  through  Arizona.  This  is  consistent  with  the 
Commission's  recommendation. 


206  S.  17  Ave.  Phoenix  Arizona  85007  261-7803  or  261-760- 


O 
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regarding  the  Allen-Karner  Valley  Energy  System  Environment 
Ir.pact  Statement: 

In  our  oDinion  we  see  no  problems  as  only  a  small  portion  of  the 
power  line,  and  possibly  a  slurry  line  for  transport  of  coal,  will 
cross  the  Arizona  Strip  Country.   However,  it  is  our  understanding 
frorr.  past  promises  of  BLM  and  other  agencies,  all  power  lines 
should  go  in  existing  corridors,  not  create  new  corridors. 

The  recommendation  that  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  Lines 
follcw  the  existing  corridors  in  the  Arizona  strip  was  submitted 
to  the  Commission  on  August  6,  1980  at  our  annual  summer  conference 
by  our  Public  Lands  P.esource  Committee.   The  recommendation  was 
motioned,  seconded  and  unanimously  voted  upon  by  the  Governor  s 
Commission  on  Arizona  Environment. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  proposed  energy 

system. 

Sincerely, 


Roy  P.  Drachman 


Chairman 

GOVERNOR'S    COMMISSION   ON   ARIZONA  ENVIRONMENT 


RPDrar 


SOUTHERN  NEVADA  HOME  BUILDERS  ASS'N,  INC. 

AFFILIATED   WITH 

NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  HOME  BUILDERS 
OF  THE   UNITED  STATES 


August   12,    1980 


P.O.  BOX  5397 
PHONE:  870-7234 

LAS  VEGAS,  NEVADA 
89102 


SOUTHERN  NEVADA  HOME  BUILDERS  ASS'N,  INC. 

AFFILIATED  WITH 

NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  HOME  BUILDERS 
OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 


P.O.  BOX  5397 
PHONE:  170-72M 

LAS  VEGAS.  NEVADA 
89102 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  724 

Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 

Attn:   Mr.  Morgan  Jensen,  District  Manager 

RE:  Warner-Allen  Power  Plant 

Dear  >Ir.  Jensen: 

Please  be  advised  that  the  Southern  Nevada  Homebui lders  Association  supports  the 
proposed  construction  of  the  Warner-Allen  Power  Plant.  Given  the  relationship  of 
our  dependence  on  foreign  oil  and  the  decline  in  the  substance  of  our  economy, 
wa  are  left  with  few  alternatives  but  to  exploit  those  energy  resources  which  we 
still  have  in  abundance.   The  Warner-Allen  plant  is  a  concrete  example  of  nation- 
al £0_licv. 

Ine  Southern  Nevada  Horrebullders  recognize  that  serious  environmental  considera- 
tions have  been  enumerated.   We  feel  that  those  concerns  may  be  fully  ameliorated 
with  appropriate  restrictions.   It  is  our  understanding  that  fully  93%  of  the 
sulphur  dioxide  and  99a  of  the  particulates  will  be  contained.   The  Clark  County 
Health  District  advises  us  that  the  ammonia  and  nitrogen  oxide  emissions  present 
the  only  unresolved  air  quality  concerns,  and  that  representatives  of  Nevada  Power 
and  other  participants  are  working  to  address  the  control  of  these  emissions. 
The  proximity  of  the  Alton  Coal  Field  to  Zion  National  Park  seems  to  be  the  other 
chief  environmental  concern.   While  the  strip  mining  operation  may  present  a  temp- 
orary lcpairment  of  particular  vistas  and  a  temporary  disturbance  of  the  local 
ecology,  present  environmental  technology  applied  both  in  the  spirit  and  to  the 
letter  of  applicable  laws  should  result  in  the  ultimate  restoration  of  the  area. 

The  Las  Vegas  area  is  a  growing  community  whose  energy  needs  will  be  greatly 
supplemented  by  construction  of  the  Warner-Allen  Plant.   Eight  percent  of  the 
baseload  output  plus  baseload  output  recapture  after  13  years  would  greatly  improve 
the  energy  picture  for  the  greater  Las  Vegas  area.   It  is  our  understanding  that 
by  the  year  2000  the  plant  would  produce  fully  100%  of  this  area's  baseload 
requirements. 

Energy  policy  and  environmental  policy  need  not  be  contradictory.   There  is  suff- 
icient ground  for  both.   However   those  who  pose  the  environmental  position  must 
understand  that  a  backlash  from  a  thwarted  self  sufficient  energy  policy  could 
lead  ultimately  to  loss  of  solid  gains  made  by  the  ecology  movement. 


August  12,  1980 
Mr.  Morgan  Jensen 
Page  two 


The  Southern  Nevada  Homebullders  Association  urges  the  expeditious  approval 
of  the  plant  with  full  confidence  that  associated  environmental  problems 
will  be  resolved  as  equitably  as  is  possible  with  present  technology  and 
knowledge. 


RJC/esp 


cc:  John  Arledge,  Nevada  Power 


/R. 'J.  Chapman" 
President 
,SNHB 


/ 


Southern  Nevada  Home  Builders  Association,  Inc.,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

Response  68-1 

Ammonia  and  NO  emissions  are  not  the  only  unresolved  air  quality  con- 
cerns. As  discussed  in  the  Air  Quality  section  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final 
EIS,  other  air  quality  concerns  include  the  possibility  of  Class  II  SO, 
violations  from  both  plants,  possible  cumulative  impacts  with  the  Reid  Gard* 
ner  plant  violating  the  NAAQS  for  S0„,  possible  visibility  impacts  at  the 
Class  I  areas  of  Bryce  Canyon  and  ZidTi  National  Parks,  and  possible  viola- 
tions of  Class  I  SO.  increments  at  Zion  National  Park. 

Response  68-2 

The  initial  NPC  entitlement  of  8  percent  of  the  Harry  Allen  powerplant 
output  (160  MW)  is  designed  to  meet  the  initial  energy  needs  of  its  customers. 
The  company  would  recapture  capacity  from  the  participating  California  util- 
ities in  annual  steps  (with  limits)  as  needed  to  serve  its  customers.  The 
powerplant  would  not  necessarily  supply  100  percent  of  the  area's  baseload 
requirements. 


J503   Victory   Are. 

Loo   Vegas,    Nevada   89121 

>ugust  17,   1930 


District  Kenagor 

Cedar   City    District 

Bureau    of   Land  Management 

P.    0.    Box   724 

Cedar   City,   Utah  84720 

Dear    Sin 


Subjecti    Allen-Warner 
Valley   Energy  Project 


O 


Thank  you   for   sending  a    copy  of  the  draft 
EM     on  the   prcposed   Allen-'Varner   Valley   Energy   Project. 

I  an  in  fBvor  of  Alternative   V  —  Conservation   and    development  of 
alternative   energy   sources   for   the   following  reasonei 

a.  Threat   to   Air   Quality   in    Zion   and    Bryce   Canyon  National   Parks 
and   Valley  of  Fire   State   Psrk. 

b.  Threat   to   Endangered    Species   of  both  flora   and   fauna. 

c.  Over-~lning  of  fossil   water   in   Alton   area  with  likely  drying-up 
of   springs. 

d.  Adverse   effect  Bnd    potential    destruction   to  wetlands  habitat 
in   Las   Vegas    V.'ash   by  diversion   of   treated  WBter   from   Las    Vegas 

Valley,    and    consequent   threet   to   proposed  wetlands   park. 

e.  Serious   doubts   that   the   Southwest  is    the  place  for  projects  of 
this   kind   due   to    shortage   of  water  for  cooling  purposes. 

f.  Likelihood   that  the   Air  Force's  VX  project  will    take  precedence 
for  any  available  water  in   the   area. 

In  the  event  that  a  power  plant  ia  authorized  st  Dry  Lake,  Nevada, 
I  favor  rail  transportation  of  coal  from  Utah  Bnd  Wyoming,  rather  th»n 
construction  of  coal    Blurry  pipelines. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Allen-Warner 
Taller  Energy  Project, 


/Sincerely  yours, 


Vlrlls   L.    r lecher 


Virlis   L.    Fischer.    Las  Vegas,   Nevada 

Response  69-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making, 
process. 

See  Response  13-1,  52-3,  and  the  Wildlife:   Species  of  Concern,  and 
Vegetation:   Species  of  Concern  sections  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 


VS&gto^.&UK. 


August,  1980 


A  "CLASSIC  LOSER"  REARS  ITS  UGLY  HEAD 
THE  ALLEN—  WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM 

Unfolding  in  the  wildlands  of  Southern  Utah  is  a  battle  between  big  industry  and  environmental  quality.  At  stake 
lies  some  of  the  nation's  most  scenic  country,  some  of  the  nation's  most  priceless  naturaJ  heritage,  and  tome  of  the 
nation's  most  drtirntr  and  awesome  Natinn;il  Parks— Zion  and  Bryce  Canyon.  Proclaimed  as  the  heart  of  ihr  nation's 
National  Park  System,  the  long  distance  views  and  fragile  ecosystems  of  Southern  Utah  will  be  degraded  for  a  few  more 
short  lived  megawatts.  The  battle  over  the  proposed  Allen-Werner  Valley  Energy  System  (AWVES)  is  important  for 
more  than  just  its  environmental  implications— the  precedent  set  by  this  action  could  set  the  stage  for  power  plant  pro- 
posals across  the  nation. 

In  characterizing  the  AWVES  Brant  Calkin  (former  president  of  the  Sierra  Club  and  now  Southwell  Regional 
Representative)  called  il  a  "classic  loser".  Calkin  stated  that  "the  Carter  Administration  will  be  burning  peanut  shells 
before  the  people  of  this  nation  permit  the  National  Parks  to  become  utility  backyards."  The  Carter  Administration 
nominated  the  AWVES  to  the  critical  projects  list,  serking  a  fast-track  or  ramrod  approach  for  approval.  WITHOUT 
YOUR  HELP  AND  ASSISTANCE  THE  RED  ROCK  COUNTRY  OF  SOUTHERN  UTAH  MAYBE  SCARRED 
FOREVER. 

The  System  may  be  looked  at  as  five  components: 

(l)THE  ALTON  STRIP  AND  DEEP  COAL  MINES 

The  B,300  acre  Alton  Coalfield  will  be  located  within  4  miles  of  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park.    The  eiTecti  of  thi» 
mining  according  to  Glen  T,  Bean  Director,  Rocky  Mountain  Region  of  NPS  present  threats  to: 

",  .  .  the  stmit  quality,  clean  air,  visibility,  geologic  integrity,  native  ecosystems,  wildlife  and  a  natural  setting  free  frvm  man- 
made  disturbance.  " 

Utah  International,  the  leaseholder,  proposes  to  mine  10.5  million  tons  of  coal  per  year.  The  operations  including 
and  dust,  would  be  clearly  visible  from  Yovimpa  Point  Overlook  in  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park  —  125.000 
visitors  a  year  enjoy  the  view  from  Yovimpa  Point.  Blasting  operations  could  topple  mid  damage  some  of  the  fragile 
formations  in  Bryce  Canyon.  It  is  questionable  wheiher  the  mined  area  could  ever  be  successfully  revegetated,  to- 
day the  area  is  carpeted  with  sagebrush,  pinyon  and  juniper  trees  and  a  few  cleared  grasslands.  Failure  to  revegetate 
the  areas  or  revegrtaiion  with  non-native  species.could  permanently  scar  the  area  and  the  view  from  the  rim  of  the 
Paunsagunt  Plateau.  This  vista  sirctchs  180  miles  and  remains  today  as  it  was  described  in  1876  as  "Tht  tgildttt 
end  molt  wonderful  scant  that  tht  eye  of  man  ever  beheld. " 


Prepared,  printed  and  mailed  by  the  Utah  Chapter  Sierra  Club 


(2)COAL  PROCESSING  FACILITIES 

On  Bald  Knoll,  facilities  for  crushing  and  slurrying  coal  would  be  developed.  Water  from  the  Navajo  aquifer  (which 
supplies  spring  and  well  water  fur  local  ranchers)  would  be  used  The  effect  of  pumping  6,000  gallons  per  minute 
(9,700  acre  feet  per  year)  over  the  life  of  the  system  from  a  semi-desert  area  can  only  be  imagined  as  pumping  tests 
have  not  been  performed.  The  effects  of  pumping  wuuld  almost  certainly  decrease  or  hail  the  How  of  springs  in  the 
ilea  and  damage  the  recharge  «.jp^bility  of  ihe  aquifer.  Why  should  Utah-  — the  second  driest  state  in  *he  na- 
tion— export  Us  limited  water  supply  and  get  little  energy  in  return? 

'3)COAL  SI  LRRY  LINES 

CoaJ  slurry  lines  w(,uld  use  almost  10.000  acre- feet  of  water  a  year,  send  4/5  of  it  out  of  the  state,  and  require  exten- 
sive purification  of  the  slurry  water  before  it  could  be  returned  to  the  ground.  Slurry  lines  themselves,  cause  con- 
siderable environmental  damage  when  breaks  and  spills  occur.  The  lines  would  traverse  wild  and  scenit  desert  land- 
scapes 

(4)THE  500  MEGAWATT  WARNER  VALLEY  POWER  PLANT 

The  Warner  Va!iey  genrranng  p'ant  and  water  storap*  res-«-voir  would  be  located  just  23  miles  from  Zion  Na- 
tional Park.  Emissions  would  certainly  damage  Class  I  quality  air  siandards  within  the  Park  and  would  be  visi- 
ble, if  r,.,t  oveih-j-l  white  in  th-  I'. nk  certainly  from  ;  '»mM  inside  tl.i-  Park  boundaries.  The  only  practical  coal 
fourcc  turrcr-!:>  proposed  Ua  I  c  Warner  V*t!r)  plant  is  the  Alton  Coalfield  The  coal  would  be  mined  at  Alton  and 
slurried  to  tl.-  V*  .srnei  Valley  Power  Plant.  Alton  coal  has  a  comparatively  poor  heal  rate.  The  proposed  55,000 
acre  foot  rrt-r-  oir  which  would  supply  rooting  wjier  wou'H  be  diverted  from  the  Virgin  River  during  spring  runoff. 
Diversion  of  water  from  the  Virgin  Riser  would  jeopardize  the  habitai  of  the  Virgin  River  chub  and  woundfin  min- 
now, both  nominated  for  the  endangered  species. 

(5)THE  2000  MEGAWATT  HARRY  ALLEN  POWER  PLANT 

The  Allen  generating  plant  is  perhaps  ihe  least  controversial  aspect  or  the  energy  sysirm.     Cooling  water  would 
come  from  trcdied  wane  supplies  in  Clark  County,  Nevada     However,  the  Allen  plant  poses  a  large  threat  to  the 
Desen  National  WiJ.ilife  Refuge,  Iccaied  near  the  plan!  sue     Coal  could  be  used  from  areas  other  than  the  Alton 
coal  field,  thereby  reducing  environmental  effects  on  scenic  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park. 
h-» 
h— ' 

O  Investors  in  the  AWVES  are  .Southern  California  Edison  and  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  for  2090  megawatts  or  A3. 6%. 

Nevada  Power  Company  for  285  megawatts  or  II  4%  and  the  City  of  Si.  George,  Utah  for  125  megawatts  or  5%.  In- 
itially over  905i  of  the  electricity  produced  would  go  to  California,  until  such  time  as  the  full  Utah  and  Nevada  shares 
were  needed. 


Alternatirei 

Alternatives  to  the  AWVES  arc  numerous.  Some  of  the  most  compelling  come  from  the  California  Energy 
Commissions  own  assessment  of  the  proposal.  Ihe  CEC  propo.es  a  "preferred"  supply  icenano  for  meeting 
California  power  n-eds  through  1991.  The  scenario  calls  for  only  1609  megawatts  from  the  AWVES  rather  than 
20^0  as  now  projected.  Implementing  the  "preferred"  scenario  involves  an  increasing  reliance  on  regeneration, 
geoihermai  hydro,  wind,  and  solar  energy.  Cogeneralinn  and  conservation  programs  alone  could  supply  an 
estimated  6000  megawaus  of  power  (more  than  twice  the  amount  to  be  generated  by  the  entire  AWVES).  The  CEC 
has  recommended  elimination  of  tbc  Alton  Coalfields,  slurry  tinea,  and  Warner  Valley  plant  from  the  pro- 
ject— environmentalists  consider  this  as  a  good  option.  The  Bureau  <>f  Land  Management  Draft  Environmental 
Statement  has  lined  (he  CEC  alternative  as  an  aliernative  to  be  analyzed.  Should  the  Allen  plant  alone  be  con- 
structed, it  could  obtain  higher  quality  coal  by  existing  rail  lines  from  coalfields  in  central  Utah. 

Recent  studies  have  shown  the  risks  of  emissions  from  coal-fired  generating  plants.  For  an  equivalent  amount 
of  energy  produced,  toxic  trace  elements  present  in  coal  emissions  are  as  or  more  poisonous  than  those  present  in  art 
equivalent  amount  of  uranium  ore.  In  ■  33-year  lifetime,  one  coal  plant  will  produce  enough  waste  material  to 
cover  ■  square-mile  with  a  30'  thick  carpet. 
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WHA  TYOU  CAN  DO 


It  is  now  time  10  write  lo  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  asking  that  the  priceless  resources  of  Southwest 
Utah  be  protected  from  environmental  degradation.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  now  soliciting  comments 
until  the  20th  of  Acquit.  It  is  imperative  that  conservationists  write  to  the  Bureau  and  ask  that  the  priceless 
/ftoourctt  of  Southern  Utah  be  protected.  Be  sure  to  include  the  following  points  in  your  letter: 
/  tv  Alternative  energy  sources  such  as  solar,  wind,  geolhermaJ  and  conservation  could  provide  a  greater  energy 
yield  at  less  cost,  in  t^e  same  time  period  as  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System. 

missions  from  the  Warner  Valley  Plant  could  violate  the  Class  I  air  Quality  values  of  Zion  National  Park. 

uit  from  strip  mining  operations  in  the  Alton  Hills  could  obscure  the  panoramic  visual  range  of  Brycc  Cn- 
riyon's  Yovimpa  Point  overlook  by  64%. 

P-jmping  10,000  acre  feet  of  groundwater  yearly  for  the  slurry  lines  could  adversly  affect  existing  water  rights 
to  several  wells  and  springs,  vital  to  area  tetideofj 

Alt  the  BLM  to  select  Alternative  5 — The  Energy  Conservation  and  Alternate  Energy  Sources  Alternative. 
This  alternative  will  provide  a  greater  yield  in  energy  at  less  cost  than  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy 

'Syitem. 

Request  that  your  letter  be  included  in  the  final  environmental  statement  and  decision  making  process  for  the 
Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System. 

Your  action  or  inaction  may  sea]  the  fate  of  this  priceless  portion  of  the  west. 

Send  letters  to: 

Mr.  Morgan  Jensen 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O    Box  724 

1379  North  Main  Street 

Cedar  City,  Utah    84720 

If  you  would  like  to  be  involved  in  the  protection  of  Southern  Utah's  resources  please  phone  or  write: 
Brian  Beard;  2048  La  Cresta  Drive;  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah    04121    943-6913 
Jack  T.  Spence;  1249  Island  Drive;  Logan.  Utah    84321     752-8522 

DONATIONS  ARE  URGENTLY  NEEDED  AND  SHOULD  BE  SENT  TO:  Brian  Beard;  2048  La  Cresta  Drive; 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84121.  All  donations  are  tax  deductable  and  will  be  used  exclusively  for  the  fight  on  the  Allen- 
Warner  Valley  Energy  System. 


Brian  Beard 

2048  LaCresta  Drive 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah    84121 


L  ".*      .      /  10311850      TC-mp%  t         i£  j       J/,         , ' ..  /  J.  /} 


Larry  J.  Stensaas.  Salt  Lake  City.  Utah 

Response  70-1 

Your  views  on  the  project  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  In  the  final 
decision  making  process. 
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Orderville,  Utah 
August  18,  1930 
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WASHINGTON  COUNTY  WATER  CONSERVANCY  DISTRICT 
LA  VERXIN,   UTAH 


® 


N>  1 


Bureau  of  Land  Manarement 


Dear   Sire, 

I   sn   a   resident   of  Kane   County,    born  here   and   have    lived   here   most   of 
ny  life.      I   have   been  in   the   logging   and    lumber   processing   business   up 
until    three    ye    rn    a_o.         I    an   63   years    of    are. 

I    love   Kane   county   very  truth;    it's   a    'londerful    -l-.ee   to    live,    but    there 
is   net    t~o  ".ueh    future    for   nor   V"un»  oeoele,      I    saw  Kaioarov.'its   go   dov.'n    the 
drain   and   BO'.'?  it    aor,ears   th--t   they  are    trying   to   do   the   same    viith   the   Alton 
coal    f  a  e  1  d  n . 

I   recent    verv    rich   the   meetings    that    are   held    to   get   ir-act.        tie    sr.me 
-eorle    are   at   each   -eatiag   —   oeoole   v/ho  have   alre-dy  got   it   n.adjfe    or   v/ho 
are   o-rosed   to  it.        They  c-~.e    from   ~rc~ps  all   over   the  country,  v.'ho  are   not 
natie   citizens.        All    they   have   is   a   lrud   mouth   and   do   not   know    the   needs 
of    the   local    "silent"  -ajority   of  which   I    suppose   I   arar    one. 

f-tost   of  us   are   bury  -orkin^   and   ma-king   a    living   smd    cannot    ^et    to   all 
these  -eetln^s   shich   seem   rerititious  and   unnecessary   waste   of   time   and    tax 
savers  "rrey.        As    a    kid   I    sav;   coal  mines   all   over   the   county  here —   Be   are 
sitti.-!-   on    tor   of   a.    vote-.tial   answer   to    the   enerry    -roblen.         The    President 
is   er.co-jra-ing  us    to   develop  it   and   I    think  it   should   be   done.         If  it   affects 
the      ater   of  a    fev   in-ividuals,    '.v'.ich   I    doubt  it   does,    then    these    oecple    shoul 
be   co*-~ea.sa ted    for  it. 

I   as   definitely    for   this   oroject   v.-hich   '.?ill   make   a   re~l   county   and   area 
cut   of  3out.-.ern  Utah    -••here    all    the   neople    can   be    benlfited   by   remanent 
jobs  that    '.'ill   be   :i-de  available    as   a   result   of    the    project. 

If   you    taok    a    ro-1    noil    of    the    area   you    aiuld    find    that    95  j  of    the    poonle 
in   southern   Utah    feel    the    seme   as   I   do.         .Ve   resent    people   being   shipped 
in  here   to   suonoeedly   soeak    for   us.        A   lot   of   our   tax  money  is   being   snent 
for   ridiculous   tests  and    for   retting  answers    from   people   who   know  nothing 
and   care    less   about   our   needs    to  make   a    living    for   ourselves   and   our 
children   and   grand   children,    -^lus   a   lot   of   neosle     iho   have   moved  away,    "out 
who  '.-ould  move  back  IT  there  were  any  way  to  make   a   living   for   their   families. 
This  project  would  make   this   feasiblie. 


Sincerely, 


John  M.  Crofts,  Orderville.  Utah 


/ 


l^ft&tfgs 


Response  71-1 

Refer  to  the  Scoping  Process  section  of  Chapter  1  in  the  final  EIS  and 
the  Coordination,  Consultation  and  Review  section  of  this  volume.  The  scop- 
ing meetings  and  public  hearings  (two  of  which  were  held  in  southern  Utah), 
and  the  request  for  written  comments  on  the  draft  statement  are  intended  to 
uaximize  public  input  and  are  mandated  under  NEPA  and  FLPMA.  Nationwide 
public  participation  is  sought  by  BLM  on  all  proposed  projects  of  regional  or 
national  significance  that  would  affect  public  lands. 


My  name  is  Wayne  Wilson.   I  am  74  years  of  age.   I  have  lived  in  this 
area  .11  of  my  life.   1  live  in  LaVerkin,  Utah.   I  have  served  on  water 
boards  and  water  commissions ,  and  been  a  part  of  the  various  phases  of  the 
water  development  in  this  area  and  the  state  of  Utah  for  JS  years.   I 
worked  on  the  Dixie  Project  for  that  many  years,   Utah  Water  Resources 
for  52  years,  the  Board  of  Water  Resources  for  20  years  and  I  a.  a 
charter  member  of  the  Colorado  Water  Users  Association  so  my  work  with 
water  has  been  for  the  development  of  this  area. 

With  my  travels  in  various  sections  of  the  country,  I  know  that  water 
alone  means  more  than  any  other  one  commodity  for  Washington  County,  and 
this  section  of  the  country.   Water,  and  the  proper  use  of  water. 
The  Water  Conservancy  District  was  formed,  November  2B.  1962,  to 
develop  and  use  the  water  in  the  Virgin  River  for  the  people  of  Wash- 
ington County.   The  Conservancy  District  embraces  all  of  Washington 
County.   Everybody  in  Washington  County  realizes  and  understands  the 
value  of  water. 

One  of  the  purposes  of  the  Conservancy  Distrct  was  to  build  the  Dixie 
Project  and  since  that  failed  we  have  been  working  forward  to  getting  the 
Warner  Valley  Troject  which  will  give  us  a  reservoir  of  50.000  acre/feet 
of  active  storage. 

Many  of  the  cities,  six  of  then,  have  applied  to  the  Conservancy 
District  for  supplemental  water  to  use  in  their  culinary  syste.s.   We 
have  applications  from  canal  companys  for  water  to  be  used  for 
supplemental  irrigation.   The  state  of  Utah  has  applied  for  6,000 
acre/feet  to  be  used  in  development  of  state  owned  land  in  this  area, 
and  the  power  group  has  asked  for  10,000  acre/feet  for  power  generation. 
So,  when  they  state  that  we  have  what  water  we  need  and  that  we  will 
not  be  able  to  make  good  use  of  the  water  that  is  a  wrong  statement. 
Page  2.4  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  states  as  follows: 
"Warner  Valley  Water  Project 

Information  developed  by  Centaur  Associates.  Inc.  (a  BLM 
contractor)  indicates  that  the  need  for  a  """  "P*>  "<" 
supply  to  serve  several  southern  Utah  com.un.ties  has  been 
met  by  a  separate  water  development:   The  Snow  Canyon  Project. 
There  would,  however,  be  several  potential  uses  for  the 
Impounded  water,  such  as  agricultural  or  recreational  uses." 


It  seems  strange  indeed  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  would  in 
the  saie  document  on  table  23,  page  2.16  show  applications  on  hand 
with  the  Washington  County  Water  Conservancy  District  fo  49,400  acre/ 
feet  of  water,  including  municipal  use,  yet  it  says  in  the  statement 
frcm  Centaur  Associates  that  the  water  is  not  needed.   The  document 
is  contradictory  and  the  statement  by  Centaur  Associates  is  totally 
unfounded.   The  three  commun it ies,  through  the  Snow  Canyon  Development, 
developed  enough  water  to  meet  the  municipal  water  needs  of  Ivins, 
Santa  Clara,  and  St.  George  through  the  year  1985  based  on  experience 
in  the  necessity  to  develop  water  over  the  past  decade.   The  Snow 
Canyon  Development  was  designed  only  to  meet  the  needs  of  the 
communities  until  Warner  Valley  Reservoir  will  make  additional  water  avail- 
able.  It  is  not  a  cure  all  for  all  the  water  requirements  of 
southwestern  Utah. 

Comments  concerning  the  Centaur  Associates  study  again  appear  as  the 
concluding  paragraph  on  page  1.3: 

"According  to  a'recent  BLM  sponsored  study,  however,  only 
a  snail  portion  of  the  proposed  municipal  water  supply  system 
would  be  needed  (Socioeconomic)  Centaur  Associates,  Inc.,  1980). 
The  study  indicates  that  with  the  recently  completed  Snow  Canyon 
Water  Project  located  northeast  of  St.  George,  the  following 
municipal  water  supply/demand  situation  would  exist  by  the 
year  2020:" 

Historically  the  area  has  experienced  a  growth  rate  of  between  6%    and 

71as  indicated  in  paragraph  population  page  3.31.   The  water  user 

schedule  on  the  page  1.4  based  on  projections  between  2.1tand  3.2* 

indicating  the  demand  in  the  year  2020  is  completely  unrealistic  and 

is  in  no  way  accurate,  and  should  be  stricken  from  the  report  as  not 

being  applicable. 

The  third  paragraph  on  page  4.33  indicates: 

"The  state  of  Nevada  wishes  to  enter  netotiations  with  the  State  of 
Utah  on  their  proposed  Virgin  River  water  compact.   Such  a  compact 
could  result  in  modifications  to  the  Karner  Valley  water  project 
and  proposed  diversion  and  delivery  schedules.   The  state  of  Utah 
has,  to  date,  declined  to  enter  into  negotiations." 

It  is  •  known  fact  that  water  rights  and  use  are  regulated  by  the  states. 
It  is  not  a  Federal  question  in  any  way.   The  state  of  Utah  and  its 
Director  of  Hater  Resources,  Mr.  Dan  Lawrence  and  the  State  Engineer, 
Mr.  Dee  Hansen,  have  refused  to  even  consider  any  waters  of  the  Virgin 
River  to  be  entered  into  any  compact  other  than  the  compact  that  exists 
now    This   statement  should  be  stricken  from  the  report  as  it  is  not 
applicable,  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  out  of  place  in  attempt- 
ing to  infer  that  any  request  for  water  by  another  state  he*  any  impact 
on  this  proposal . 


Requests  for  water  from  the  Conservancy  District  by  cities,  the  state 
of  Utah,  irrigation  companies,  and  power  generating  companies  are  dated 
1973.   Any  development  of  water  since  that  time  by  any  of  the  respective 
applicants  is  designed  to  meet  their  requirements  until  the  Karner 
_  Valley  Project  is  built. 

Before  the  Washington  County  Water  Conservancy  District  would  be  able  to 
participate  in  a  project  of  this  kind  it  was  necessary  and  appropriate 
to  have  competent  engineering  firms  study  the  proposal  and  advise  the 
Conservancy  District  as  to  the  need  and  feaseability  of  entering  into 
the  project  and  make  available  to  the  bonding  company,  who  will  fund  the 
project,  sufficient  information  to  justify  the  participation  in  the 
project  by  the  Conservancy  District.   This  study  was  made  by  Burns  and 
McDonnell  and  was  completed  in  1977.   The  study  was  sufficient  to  justify 
the  entrance  into  the  project  by  the  Conservancy  District  and  it  was 
sufficient  for  the  bonding  group  headed  by  Merrill -Lynch,  in  New  York, 
to  arrange  the  necessary  financing  for  the  Conservancy  District  to 
complete  this  project. 

We  need  to  make  mention  of  the  fact  that  presently  land,  irrigated  by 
the  Washington  Field  Canal  Company  and  the  St.  George  Valley  Irrigation 
Company,  lies  idle  part  of  the  year  for  lack  of  water.   The  8,000  acre/ 
feet  of  water  allocated  to  supplemental  irrigation  water  would  allow 
irrigation  companies  to  fully  utilize  their  land  which  now  lies  idle 
approximately  25$  of  the  time. 

As  chairman  of  the  Washington  County  Water  Conservancy  District 
I  herein  direct  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  remove  from  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  any  reference  or  inference  to  the 
fact  that  water  from  the  Warner  Valley  Reservoir  is  not  needed  for 
municipal,  power,  and  irrigation  uses  in  Washington  County  and  that  the 
information  referenced  as  coming  from  Centaur  Associates  be  removed  as 
it  is  inaccurate  and  poorly  developed. 
WASHINGTON  COUNTY  WATER  CONSERVANCY  DISTRICT 


ne  Wilson, 


Wayne  Wilson,  Chairman 
July  18,  1980 


Wayne  Wilson,  Washington  County  Water  Conservancy  District 

Response  72-1 

The  water  project  applicant  has  stated  that  the  primary  purpose  of  the 
project  is  to  develop  water  for  municipal  and  industrial  uses  (i.e.,  culinary 
water).  The  discussion  of  the  need  of  water  for  this  purpose  is  evaluated  in 
the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  of  Chapter  1  in  the  final 
EI5.  The  need  determination  is  revised  in  the  final  EIS  based  on  updated 
census  and  population  growth  rate  figures.  The  findings,  however,  indicate 
that  the  project  would  not  be  needed  for  municipal  or  industrial  purposes 
before  the  year  2000. 

Response  72-2 

The  Effects  on  the  Virgin  River  System  section  under  Alternative  1  of 
Chapter  4  is  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  your  comments. 

Response  72-3 

The  preparation  of  the  EIS  did  not  include  an  investigation  into  the 
finances  of  the  water  project.  As  to  the  need  of  the  water  project,  refer  to 
the  discussion  in  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  of  Chapter 
1  in  the  final  EIS. 

Response  72-4 

To  reflect  your  comment,  the  Water  Resources  Section  under  Alternative  1 
of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS  is  revised  to  indicate  possible  water  need 
during  low  flow  periods  (July  through  August). 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 

restos.  va.  ::ov: 


AUG  1   4  1930 


Memorandum 


To: 


District  Manager,   Bureau  of  Land  Management 

,  Cedar  City,  Utah  r*-*f 

0iJ^  r  ,  u-       Lffl?      AUG  «5I980 

ThrouglK.-^-Assistant  Secretary--Energy  and  Mineral  s^/ 


From: 


Director,  Geological  Survey 


Subject:     Review  of  draft  environmental   statement  for  Allen-Uarner 

Valley  Energy  System,  Utah,  Arizona,  Nevada,  and  California 

We  have  reviewed  the  draft  statement  as  requested  in  your  letter  of  June  23. 

In  view  of  the  importance  of  water  resources  in  the  project  area,  we  believe 
that  a  program  of  monitoring  ground  water  should  be  adopted.     We  also  recom- 
mend that  a  well-planned  test  program  be  completed  prior  to  preparation  of 
the  final  environmental  statement,  since  the  test  results  may  affect  selection 
of  a  preferred  alternative. 

These  concerns  and  others  are  discussed  in  the  enclosure. 


s^Ji-  Will f am  Menard 


Enclosure 


U.S.  Geological  Survey,  Reston,  Virginia 

Response  73-1 

Your  concerns  are  reflected  in  the  Ground  Water  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry 
section  under  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS.  In  addition,  the 
present  testing  program  of  UII  is  summarized  in  this  section.  Results  of 
these  studies  should  be  complete  and  available  prior  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior's  decision. 


Allen-Warner  Valley 


USGS  Comments 


General    Comments 

It  1s  indicated  that  information  on  coal    resources,   particularly  on  impacts, 
was  obtained  from  the  final   environmental    statement  for  Development  of  Coal 
Resources  in  Southern  Utah   (issued   1979).     However,   the  Southern  Utah  state- 
ment was  based  on  a  raining  plan  which  differs   from  the  mininq  proposals 
discussed   in  the  Allen-Warner  statement.     For  example,   the  latter  state- 
r.er.t  talks  about  underground  mining  concurrently  with  strip  mining,  giving 
mining  methods  and  tons  to  be  recovered  over  the  40-year  life  of  the  mine. 
This  was  not  part  of  the  plan  submitted  to  the  Geological    Survey  for 
Southern  Utah.     Acres  to  be  disturbed  relate  to  the  mining  plan  received 
for  Southern  Utah,  and  this  acreage  does  not  include  underground  mining. 

Many  ground-water  impacts,   particularly  those  involving  shallow  ground  water, 
can  probaoly  be  mitigated  successfully  under  the  plan  to  line  disposal    facil- 
ities.    However,  for  a  project  in  a  region  where  water  resources  are  so 
important,  we  believe  that  plans  should  specifically  include  monitoring  of 
critical  water  levels  and  quality  of  ground  water. 

Specific  Comments 

Pages  S-5,   S-ll,  4-26,  4-78.     We  agree  with  the  conclusion  that  further  studies 
of  the  Navajo  Sandstone  aquifer  and  of  the  geologic  structure  (faults)  which 
ray  affect  aquifer  hydraulics  will   be  necessary  in  order  to  evaluate  ground- 
water impacts  and  plan  effective  mitigation.     Thus,   a  well-planned  and  thorough 
test  program  should  be  included  under  mitigation,    if  ground  water  is   to  be  used. 
The  tects  should  be  designed  and  interpreted   to  permit  careful   evaluation  of  the 
probable  ground-water  impacts  over  the  life  of  the  project  and  the  probable  rate 
and  degree  of  recovery  after  completion  of  the  project. 

Page  S-12,  paragraph  2,   last  sentence.     This  study  should  be  concluded  prior 

to  cc-pletion  of  the  final   environmental   statement  (FES);  otherwise,   the 

preferred  alternative  would  be  identified  prior  to  assessing  all   possible 
information  which  would  affect  its  selection. 

Pages  S-16  through  S-18,   Unresolved   Issues  and  Areas  of  Controversy.     The 
unresolved  issues  should  be  resolved  prior  to  filing  the  FES. 

Page  S-17,   line  1.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  will  make  the  determination  on 
the  Alton  Mine  unsuitability  petition,  not  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  (OSM), 
as  stated  here.     This  was  announced  in  the  Federal   Register  within  the  last 
2  months.     See  p.  S-18,   last  paragraph,  first  sentence. 

Page     S-17,   number  3.     The  Assistant  Secretary— Energy  and  Minerals  approves  life- 
of-r.ine  mining  plans  based  on  the  recommendations  of  OSM  and  GS.     Once  this 
approval   has  been  made,  OSM  may  then  approve  a  5-year  plan  of  operations  after 
receiving  appropriate  recommendations  from  GS. 

Page  S-18,  last  sentence.     See  comments  on  pp.  S-16  through  S-18,  Unresolved 
Issues  and  Areas  of  Controversy. 


Response  73-2 

OSM  has  not  yet  received  a  mining  plan  from  UII  to  mine  the  Alton  coal 
lease  area.  Information  concerning  the  proposed  mining  of  the  Alton  lease 
area  as  presented  in  the  AWV  final  EIS  was  compiled  from  Development  of  Coal 
Resources  in  Southern  Utah  (USDI,  USGS,  1979),  Southern  Utah  Petition  Evalua- 
tion Document  (USDI,  OSM,  1980),  and  from  preliminary  information  received 
from  UII.  The  information  is  not  assumed  to  be  complete  or  final,  however, 
it  was  the  best  information  available  at  the  time  of  the  preparation  of  the 
final  EIS. 

Response  73-3 

BLM  agrees  with  your  comment,  however,  authority  to  require  this  type  of 
monitoring  lies  with  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  and  the  Utah  State  Water 
Engineer. 

Response  73-4 

Chapter  4,  Alternative  1,  Ground  Water  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  sections 
discuss  the  present  testing  program  of  UII.  This  program  is  being  monitored 
by  the  Utah  State  Engineer,  who  has  approval  authority  for  the  pending  UII 
water  applications. 

Response  73-5 

The  study  mentioned  in  your  comment  is  included  in  the  Air  Quality  sec- 
tions of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 

Response  73-6 

Considerable  new  information  regarding  unresolved  issues  and  areas  of 

controversy  has  been  incorporated  into  the  final  EIS.   Refer  to  Resnonse 
22-1.  v 

Response  73-7 

The  text  of  the  Summary  is  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  this 

comment. 

Response  73-8 

The  text  of  the  Summary  is  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  this 
comment. 


Response  73-9 

Refer  to  Response  73-6  concerning  this  comment. 

Response  73-10 

The  description  of  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  2  is  changed  as  shown  in  the 
final  EIS  to  reflect  your  comment. 


ON 


Page  2-1,  Coal  Mine.     With  reference  to  mining  a  35-m1le  outcrop,  only  small 
jg      areas  would  be  exposed  at  any  one  time,  as  rehabilitation  would  proceed  with 
the  mining.     The  statement  that  the  mine  would  occupy  8,328  acres   is  also  mis- 
leading for  that  reason. 

j,  I  Paw  coal   is  incorrectly  shown  to  have  higher  Btu/lb.   (9,647)   than  clean  coal 
"  J_as   fired   (8,897). 

.«  j  Pages  2-1  and  2-5,  Coal  Mine.     Total    tons  of  coal   from  surface  mining  and  from 
111  |_underground  mining  should  equal    total    tons   to  be  produced. 

Pages   2-5   through  2-15.      Maximum   tons   of  coal    to  be  consumed  per  year   totals 
14.4  million  tons,  which  is  in  excess  of  raw  coal   to  be  mined  (11  million  tons) 
and  nearly  twice  the  an-ount  of  clean  coal    (7.8  million  tons)   to  be  produced. 
The  projected  power  plant  consumption  seems  excessive  compared  to  coal-fired 
power  plants  now  in  operation  in  Utah. 

Page  2-5,  Coal   Preparation  Plant.     Does  water  consumption  of  9,700  acre-feet  per 
_year  include  water  recirculation?     Does  it  include  slurry  water? 

Page  2-5,  Coal  Transport  System.     It  is  stated  that  about  11  million  tons  of  coal 
per  year  would  be  transported.     Although  production  of  raw  coal    is  11  million 
tons   (processed?)   per  year  (p.    2-5),  production  of  clean  coal    (to  be  transported) 
at  the  mine  site  is  only  about  7.8  million  tons  per  year  (312  divided  by  40) 
,(?.   2-1). 

16  [,Page  2-22,  Coal  Mine.     See  comments  above  for  p.   2-1   and  pp.   2-5  through  2-15. 

17  [_Page  2-25,  Coal  Preparation  Plant.     See  comment  above  for  p.    2-5. 
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Page  3-2,  Mineral  Development.  Present  production  from  Federal  leases  1n  Utah 
is  about  8  million  tons  per  year.  Coal  reserves  are  given  for  the  Alton  "coal 
fields,"  but  probably  represent  only  leased  coal.  Also,  do  numbers  represent 
inplace  or  recoverable  reserves? 

19  rpage  *"3,  Topography  and  Geology,  lines  9-10.  30  CFR  Part  211  regulations  are 
"  |_  those  of  the  GS,  not  0SU. 

20  |[ Page  4-3,  Minerals  Development,  line  4.  Delete  "minerals." 

Page  4-26,  last  paragraph.  The  drawdown/long-term  pumping  tests  should  be  com- 
pleted by  the  applicant  prior  to  submittal  of  a  mine  plan  and  the  results  of 
these  tests  should  be  included  in  the  final  statement  so  that  each  alternative 
can  be  weighed  in  terms  of  the  impact  on  users  of  the  Navajo  Formation  aquifer. 
See  p.  4-29,  Role  of  Utah  State  Engineer. 

[Page  4-47,  Alton  Coal  Field,  paragraph  1,  lines  4-5.  Studies  conducted  as  a 
result  of  the  "Alton  Petition"  have  Indicated  that  blasting  will  have  no  effect 
■>n   "delicate  erosional  features  in  Bryce  Canyon." 
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Response  73-11 

These  figures  were  supplied  by  the  applicants.  The  cleaned  "as  fired" 
coal  would  have  a  lower  Btu  per  pound  because  of  the  moisture  which  would  be 
added  due  to  the  slurry  transport  method.  This  added  moisture  would  be 
burned  along  with  the  coal,  decreasing  the  Btu  outbut  of  the  coal  per  pound. 

Response  73-12 

The  text  in  Chapter  2  1s  revised  1n  the  final  E1S  to  reflect  the  comment. 
However,  the  figures  are  approximated  and  are  not  based  on  a  mine  plan. 

Response  73-13 

It  is  not  possible  to  translate  average  daily  figures  to  annual  figures 
reflecting  the  life  of  the  project.  The  coal  mine  would  work  up  to  full 
production  over  a  period  of  10  years  or  more.  Figures  given  are  for  full 
production. 

The  consumption  of  coal  at  the  powerplant  is  based  on  the  amount  of  coal 
necessary  to  heat  the  boilers  to  run  the  generators  at  70  percent  of  capacity. 
Because  the  coal  (as  fired)  is  of  low  Btu  content  per  pound,  more  coal  would 
be  needed  to  reach  the  required  heat  level. 

Response  73-14 

The  water  that  would  be  pumped  from  the  Navajo  Sandstone  (approximately 
10,000  acre-feet  per  year)  would  be  used  for  coal  preparation  plant  opera- 
tions and  for  the  coal  slurry  mixture  (refer  to  the  description  of  Alterna- 
tive 1,  Chapter  2  of  the  final  EIS). 

Response  73-15 

Please  refer  to  Response  73-13  concerning  your  comment. 

Response  73-16 

Refer  to  Responses  73-12  and  73-13  concerning  this  comment. 

Response  73-17 

Refer  to  Response  73-14  concerning  this  comment. 

Response  73-18 

Refer  to  the  discussion  of  the  Coal  Resources  Quality  and  Availability 
section  in  Chapter  3  of  the  final  EIS.  These  figures  are  for  the  Alton  coal 
lease  area  only. 


Response  73-19 

The  text  is  corrected  to  reflect  the  comment. 
Geology  section  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 


See  the  Topography  and 


Response  73-20 

The  word  "minerals"  is  deleted  in  this  line  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect 
your  concern. 

Response  73-21 

UII  1s  presently  drilling  a  test  well  into  the  Navajo  Sandstone  near 
Bald  Knoll.  A  minimum  30-day  aquifer  testing  program  will  attempt  to  deter- 
mine aquifer  characteristics.  This  test  is  being  monitored  by  the  Utah  State 
Water  Engineer  and  results  will  be  analyzed  In  terms  of  effects  on  other 
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Page  A5-1,  Department  of  the  Interior.     See  comments  for  p.   S-17,  number  3. 

Pa-e  A6-1,  number  1,  and  throughout  part  A6.     Tt  should  be  noted  that  the 
authorized  officer  not  only  applies   to  BLM,  but  also  to  OSM.     Also,     author- 
ized officer"   should  be  defined  on  p.   G-2. 

number  12.     The  time  limit  of  "1  year  prior  to  proposed  constru- 
ears  to  be  lengthy.     What  is   the  legal   basis  for  establishment  of 


["Page  A6-2, 
I  tion"  appe 
[_tnis  tirr.e 


restraint? 


on"  or  "changes  in  schedule"  relate 
here),  then  actions  on  the  notifica- 

_j  the  memorandum  of  understanding 

coal  management  program. 


aquifer  users  prior  to  approval  of  production  wells.  See  the  Ground  Water 
Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  section  under  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final 
EIS  for  further  information. 

Response  73-22  . 

As  shown  in  the  final  EIS,  the  text  in  the  Recreation  and  Aesthetics 
sections  of  Chapter  4  has  been  revised  in  accordance  with  the  finding  of  the 
blasting  study  conducted  for  the  draft  Southern  Utah  Petition  Evaluation 
Document  (USDI,  OSM,  1980).  See  Response  22rTiT 

Response  73-23 

Refer  to  Response  73-8  concerning  your  comment. 

Response  73-24 

The  text  is  changed  to  reflect  the  comment.  See  Appendix  6  and  the 
Glossary  of  the  final  EIS. 

Response  73-25 

Appendix  6  is  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  this  comment. 


Response  73-26 

The  text  is  changed  to  reflect  the  comment.  See  Appendix  6  of  the  final 
EIS. 


CO 


® 


P.  0.  Box  1103 
Kanab,  Utah   84741 
August  19,  1980 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Cedar  City  District  Office 
P.  0.  Box  724 
Cedar  City.  Utah   84720 


Re: 


Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Gentlemen: 


The  above-captioned  document  presents  much  of  the  most 
pertinant  information  in  condensed  and  very  useful  form,  however: 

APPENDIX  14  (page  A14-1)  is  deficient  regarding  the  Colorado 
River  Treaties,  which  are  binding  on  the  Federal  Government  and 
the  signatory  states  including  Utah. 

ARTICLE  XV  (a)  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Colorado 
River  Compact  and  of  this  compact  water  of  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  System  may  be  impounded  and  used  for  the  generation  of  elec- 
trical power,  but  such  impounding  and  use  shall  be  subservient  to 
the  use  and  consumption  of  such  water  for  agricultrual  purposes 
and  shall  not  interfere  with  or  prevent  use  for  such  dominant 
purposes. 

(b)  The  provisions  of  this  compact  shall  not  apply  to  or 
interfere  with  the  right  or  power  of  any  signatory  state  to  regu- 
late within  its  boundaries  the  appropriation,  use  and  control  of 
water,  the  consumptive  use  of  which  is  apportioned  and  available 
to  such  state  by  this  compact." 

The  proposed  source  of  water  which  is  tributary  to  the 
Colorado  River  which  is  not  to  be  consumed  in  its  state  of  origin 
□ay  not  be  available  because  of  these  provisions.   If  so,  they 
should  be  deleted  and  excluded  from  this  project. 

Also,  the  Final  Draft  should  be  up-dated  to  include  the 
pertinent  findings  of  a  study  by  the  United  States  Geological 
survey,  In  cooperation  with  the  Utah  Department  of  Natural 
Resources  entitled  Groundwater  Conditions  in  the  Upper  Virgin 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
August  19,  1980 
Page  2 


River  and  Kanab  Creek  Basins  Area,  Utah,  With  Emphasis  on  the 
Navajo  Sandstone  and  any  other  important  data  that  has  or  will 
be  discovered.   This  study  concludes  (pages  91,  92)  that  the 
proposed  water  withdrawals  will  measurably   reduce  the  flow  of 
the  springs  and  streams  which  supply  the  prior  and  primary  vested 
rights  of  the  area  water  users,  for  which  they  have  no  alternate 
source,  to  their  irreparible  harm,  for  which  they  have  no  ade- 
quate remedy  at  law.   This  study  also  finds  that  withdrawal  of 
water  in  the  proposed  quantities  will  cause  subsidence  of  the 
land  surface  and  cause  inflow  of  highly  mineralized  water  there- 
by contaminating  the  aquifer  to  a  point  that  the  water  would  be 
unfit  for  human  consumption  or  other  useful  purposes.   Tests  of 
the  water  from  their  well  at  Bald  Knoll  by  the  proponents  proved 
that  the  water  has  stood  in  the  aquifer  for  more  than  six  million 
years  proving  that  there  is  practically  no  leakage  from  or  circu- 
lation through  the  aquifer.   This  proves  that  all  significant 
recarge  is  to  the  aluvial  slopes  and  valleys  and  exposed  members 
of  the  Navajo  Sandstone  in  the  neighborhood  of  the  surface 
streams,  springs  and  wetlands,  and  that  the  volume  of  effective 
recharge  is  very  nearly  equal  to  the  consumption  by  these  surface 
uses  before  drilling  of  wells  into  the  aquifer.   Taking  of  water 
from  distant  wells  may  not  be  felt  for  years,  or  even  decades, 
but  eventually  the  cone  of  depression  of  the  well  will  extend  to 
the  springs  and  wells  of  the  local  users,  ruining  the  aquifer  by 
subsidence,  chemical  polution,  and  reducing  or  stopping  the  pro- 
duction from  the  springs  and  wells.   The  longer  the  interference 
is  in  appearing  the  longer  it  will  continue  with  the  cose  of 
depression  of  proponents  wells  taking  the  water  of  resident  users 
with  a  "Black  Hole"  like  effect  until  the  water  lost  by  the 
residents  equals  the  water  taken  by  the  proponent* 

In  the  light  of  the  aforementioned  documents  and  disclosures 
the  First  Alternative  listed  in  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  or  any  other  proposal  to  extract  and 
export  water  from  the  Navajo  Sandstone  Aquifer  should  be 
disapproved  and  rejected. 

The  Utah  State  Engineer  declared  in  the  policy  hearing 
mentioned  in  Appendix  14  that  when  wells  take  water  from  an 
aquifer  like  the  Navajo  Sandstone  the  surface  seeps,  springs, 
streams  and  wetlands  are  taken  and  destroyed.   Kanab  City,  Utah, 
wells  destroyed  Three-Lakes  Creek  and  reduced  the  flow  of  Kanab 
Creek.   Wells  into  the  Navajo  have  substantially  destroyed 
Johnson  Creek.   The  once  verdant  fields  which  are  dry  and  barren 
in  this  all-time  record  heavy  ranfall  period  are  unrefutable 
evidence.   The  Alton  project  and  slurry  lines  will  take  more 
water  than  the  average  annual  recharge  to  the  Navajo,  evidenced 
by  the  production  therefrom.   The  approval  of  this  project  will 
maKe  the  land  between  the  Severe  and  Paunsagaunt  Faults  uninhab- 
itable, destroying  the  livelihood  and  property  of  the  residents. 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 
August  19,  1980 
Page  3 

Rejection  of  the  First  Alternative  is  the  only  remedy. 

We  feel  that  the  waters  of  the  Virgin  River,  which  the  City 
of  St.  George,  Utah,  has  rights,  should  be  studied  and  considered 
aB  an  alternative  to  the  waters  of  Kane  County.   That  coal  be 
transported  to  the  Virgin  River  water  slurry  line  by  trucK  or 
_  rail. 

Also,  as  an  alternative  to  the  water  slurry  line  itself  the 
use  of  either  trucKs  or  rail  be  contemplated. 

As  far  bacK  as  1964  Protests  have  been  filed  on  water 
applications,  particularly  No.  36047  (85-62),  with  the  Utah  State 
Engineer.   As  of  this  date  hearings  have  not  been  scheduled  nor 
have  any  dates  been  sec  for  same  (see  attached  copy  of  letter). 
Until  these  hearings  have  been  held  and  findings  disclosed  the 
wells  in  Kane  County  should  not  be  touched. 

Sincerely  yours, 

KANAB  IRRIGATION  COMPANY 
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Norris  Brown,  President 
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DEE  C.  HANSEN 
STATE  ENGINEER 


CARL  M.STAKEfl 
OEPUTV 


STATE  OF  UTAH 
DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

DIVISION   OF   WATER    RIGHTS 

200  EMPIRE  BUILDING 

23t  EAST  400  SOUTH 

SALT  LAKE  CITY.  UTAH    B4111 

IB0JIS33  6O7, 

March  26,   1980 


OK 


DIRECTING  ENGINEERS 
HAROLD  D    DON* 

DONALD  C     *.C  "     i  ™ 

STANLf  TQII|I\ 

ROBERT  L.  MORGAN 


Kanab  Irrigation  Company 
c/o  Mrs.  Carol  Ann  Martin 
Secretary 
P.O.  Box  1103 
KANAB  UT  84741 


Dear  Mrs.  Martin: 


RE:  Application  No.  36047  (85-62) 


In  answer  to  your  recent  letter  regarding  the  status  of  the  above- 
numbered  application,  this  is  one  of  several  applications  filed  by  Utah 
Construction  Company,  and  are  now  in  the  name  of  Utah  International, 
Inc.  The  applications  were  filed  April  14,  1964,  but  have  not  been 
acted  upon  by  the  State  Engineer.  Hearings  were  once  scheduled,  but 
were  continued  and  have  not  been  held. 

The  applications  have  been  protested  by  you  and  others,  and  when  they 
are  scheduled  for  hearing,  you  will  receive  notice  of  those  hearings. 


Directing  Appropriations  Engineer 


SG:dph 

cc:  Gerald  Stoker,  Area  Engineer 


Horris  Brown,  Kanab  Irrigation  Company,  Kanab,  Utah 

Response  74-1 

(A)  Article  IV  (b)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact  provides  as  follows: 

Subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  compact,  water  of  the  Colorado 
River  System  may  be  impounded  and  used  for  the  generation  of  elect- 
rical power,  but  such  impounding  and  use  shall  be  subservient  to 
the  use  and  consumption  of  such  water  for  agricultural  and  domestic 
purposes  and  shall  not  interfere  with  or  prevent  use  for  such 
dominant  purposes. 

Similarly  Article  XV  (a)  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  provides: 

Subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Colorado  River  Company  and  of  this 
Compact,  water  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  System  may  be  impounded 
and  used  for  the  generation  of  electrical  power,  but  such  impound- 
ing and  use  shall  be  subervient  to  the  use  and  consumption  of  such 
water  for  agricultural  and  domestic  purposes  and  shall  not  inter- 
fere with  or  prevent  use  for  such  dominant  purposes. 

The  above  limitations  and  the  storage  of  Colorado  River  System  water  for 
hydroelectric  generation  purposes  is  not  applicable  to  the  proposal  to  appro- 
priate  and  use  water  for  the  slurrying  of  coal  from  locations  in  Utah  to 
^  points  in  Nevada  in  connection  with  the  AWV  project.  While  the  project  water 
O  Bay  °e  used  as  part  of  the  overall  system,  which  ultimately  results  in  the 
generation  of  electricity,  it  would  not  be  stored  and  used  for  the  generation 
of  electrical  power  and  it  is  this  latter  purpose  only  to  which  the  cited 
limitations  apply. 

(B)  Aritcle  IV  (c)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact  provides  as  follows: 

The  provisions  of  this  article  shall  not  apply  to  or  interfere  with 
the  regulation  and  control  by  any  State  within  its  boundaries  of 
the  appropriation,  use,  and  distribution  of  water. 

Article  XV  (b)  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  carries  similar 
provisions: 

The  provisions  of  this  Compact  shall  not  apply  to  or  interfere  with 
the  right  or  power  of  any  signatory  State  to  regulate  within  its 
boundaries  the  appropriation,  use,  and  control  of  water,  the  con- 
sumptive use  of  which  is  apportioned  and  available  to  such  State  by 
this  Compact. 

These  provisions  do  not  prevent  the  transportation  of  water  from  one  State 
for  use  in  another  State,  provided  the  States  involved  are  agreable  to  such 
transportation  and  use.  These  provisions  recognize  the  rights  of  the  States 
to  appropriate,  use,  and  control  waters  within  their  boundaries  that  are 
apportioned  to  them.  If  Utah  chooses  to  take  water  within  its  apportioned 
share  and  which  is  located  within  its  boundaries  and  assign  it  for  transport 
and  use  in  Nevada,  these  provisions,  rather  than  prevent  such  a  choice, 
recognize  Utah's  right  to  make  it.  The  phrase  "within  its  boundaries"  in 
both  subarticles  refers  to  the  water  which  the  State  may  appropriate,  use. 


and  control.  It  is  not  a  limitation  on  the  right  to  export  such  water  should 
the  State  so  choose.  Utah  has  recognized  its  right  to  export  water  within 
its  boundaries  to  other  States  by  enactment  of  Section  73-2-8,  Utah  Code 
Annotated,  1953,  as  amended.  That  section  provides  as  follows: 

The  State  Engineer  is  hereby  authorized  and  empowered  to  receive 
and  grant  applications  to  appropriate  water  from  any  source  in 
Utah,  where  such  water  is  to  be  conveyed  and  used  for  beneficial 
purposes  within  any  State,  and  to  issue  certificates  of  appropria- 
tion for  this  water  only  after  the  State  Engineer  shall  evaluate 
and  make  public  the  advantages  to  the  State  of  Utah  and  its  citizens 
of  exporting  water.  The  State  Engineer  shall  cooperati  with  the 
State  Engineer  or  other  proper  officer  of  any  State  in  the  determi- 
nation, supervision,  regulation  and  control  of  all  water  and  water 
rights  and  to  that  end  the  State  Engineer,  by  and  with  the  consent 
of  the  Governor,  may  enter  into  agreements  with  the  proper  officer 
of  any  State  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  subsection. 

Provided  that  the  sponsors  of  the  AWV  project  comply  with  the  foregoing 
provisions  of  Utah  law  and  are  awarded  an  appropriate  right  for  export  of 
water  from  Utah  to  Nevada,  and  further  provided  that  compliance  with  appli- 
cable Nevada  law  is  accomplished,  there  is  no  prohibition  in  the  impacts 
relating  to  the  Colorado  River  against  such  effort  and  use. 

Response  74-2 

To  reflect  your  concern,  an  analysis  of  the  study  mentioned  is  included 
in  the  Groundwater  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  section,  Water  Resources  under 
Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 

Response  74-3 

Appendix  2  of  the  final  EIS  is  a  list  and  brief  analysis  of  suggested 
alternatives  raised  at  scoping  meetings.  Alternative  32  in  that  table, 
"Reuse  Slurry  Water  Via  Return  Flow  System",  is  the  only  alternative  sug- 
gested which  approaches  this  idea.  Alternative  32  was  not  considered  viable 
because  of  economic  reasonability  and  energy  efficiency.  Alternative  26, 
"Rail  Coal  Instead  of  Using  Coal  Slurry",  was  not  considered  viable  for  the 
same  reasons,  so  a  combination  of  the  two  alternatives,  as  suggested,  would 
not  be  feasible. 

Response  74-4 

The  use  of  trucks  to  transport  coal  from  the  Alton  coal  lease  area  is 
discussed  under  Alternative  3  in  the  final  EIS.  See  Response  12-5  concerning 
transportation  of  coal  by  rail  from  the  Alton  coal  lease  area. 
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August    12,    1980 


RE:   S.C,    EDISON'S  ALLEN- VARUS ft 
VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM 
TRAHSlilSSION  LINES 


Mr.   Margin  Janeon,    District  Managar 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.    Box   72U 

Cedar  City,    Utah  84?20 

Dear  Sir: 

Our   area    of    knowledge    and    concern   which   toe    wish    to   refer    to   are     the    $00   KV    transmission 
lines  Southern  California  Edison  proposes    to  run    tnrough    the   North    Victorviile, 
mMountain    View  Acres,    Daldy   ^'«oa    and  CoH    Hillo    areas    to    tne    Lugo   Sub~station, 
These   nej  5CO  KV    trir.en  tssfon    line;,    consisting   of    two   oeto    of   steel    towers    and 
necessiry   cctle,    are   proposed    to  run  Southwesterly  fro-n    the    Victorviile  area   paral- 
lel   to    the    Loa    Angeles    Dezart-ent    of    Voter   and   pouer    lines    presently    in   service. 
Edison  zroposen    to   have  at    least   a  2000  foot   separation  between    the    DVP    line   and 
thiB    ne-jj  Ediacn    line    rig/it-of--^ay.       The    existing   D'JP    to.-cps    are    about    110   feet    hight 
ar.d  can   been  seen  for   several  miles  when   in  fairly  flat    country.      The    new  Edison 
to::era    will    be    about    140   feet    high,     the    height    of   a    lU    story    building.       Each    of 
the    lines   utll    have    toners   spaced  about    16GO  feet   apart,    or   slightly   over    three   per 
fll«.       This    is    a    total    of    six    to-ncrs    per   rr.tle   for    both    lines.    Many    transmission 
lir.es,     to  en  excess,    already    traverse    the  area,    and  another   corridor   of  500  KV 
transmission    lines    through    the    area    is    Inconce ivab le. 

The   area    is   rather   completely   subdivided  and  part    of    it    i3    now   enjoying  a    substantial 
growth   due    to    the   n?g  CCA   ?C,    Zone  J,    Voter  District,      To   have    tht3  area    bisected  by 
tuo    lar^e    trcr.s~.iss  ion  facilities   separated  by   2000  feet  would   cause   a    "no-mans- land" 
tn    th?   2r/yy   foot    corridor.      The    existing    DVP    towers    are    unsightly    and    undesirable 
but    they  have    been    there  for   over  40  years,    so    there    is   nothing  which   can  be    done 
about    then.      Ho-cever,    to  have   another    Una    of  steel    towers   2000  feet   from    these   DVP 
lines   would  be    extremely   objectionable,    both  from    the    standpoint    of    looAs    the   effects 
of    the   high   voltage   on  radio  reception    in  most    of    the  area.      We  feel    that   construction 
of    these    transmission    lines  aa   planned  by   Edison  would  depress   a   great  portion   of 
our  district, 

Ve  would  like  to  recommend  strongly  that  Edison  uao  an  existing  corridor  which  they 
are  presently  using  for  the  PISSAH  to  LUGO  line,  going  East  from  Lugo  station  through 
the  Ord  fountains,  Southeast  of  Hesperia,  in  an  area  with  no  inhabitants,  tn  contrast 
to  the  rapidly  growing  area  where  they  propose  to  run  their  lines,  A  route  suggested 
the  Public  Utitittes  Co-Mission  staff,  which  would  cross  the  desert  about  seven  miles 
Vorth  of  George  Air  Force  Base  and  cut  into  existing  Edison  lines  many  miles  Vest  of 
^Highway  395,    would  also  be  preferable    to  Edison's   preferred  route, 

Ve  Strongly   request    that   you  use   your   influence    In   getting    this   routing   changed. 
This  would  be    greatly  appreciated  by  hundreds   of  property   owners  and  resident"    In 
the  north  Victorviile,   Mountain   View  Acrea,    Baldy  Mesa  and  Oak   Hills  areas. 

Very   Dincarely, 

Cora  Lee   Goodwin,   Secretary 
CSA   70  -  Zone    >J> 


Oak  Hills  County  Service  Area  Number  70  -  County  of  San  Bernardino,  California 

Response  75-1 

The  Oak  Hills  County  Service  Area  Number  70  is  an  organization  under  the 
auspices  of  the  county,  but  only  representing  a  small  area  of  the  county.  A 
service  area  is  an  unincorporated  area,  often  near  a  city  and  organized  to 
facilitate  preparation  of  plans  for  sewage  and  water  systems,  and  also  facil- 
itates government  grants  for  construction  of  these  systems. 

Regarding  the  recommendation  from  this  group,  any  recommendation  to 
route  the  AWV  lines  south  into  the  Pisgah  to  Lugo  corridor  would  require  an 
amendment  to  the  proposed  California  Desert  Plan  (see  the  Land  Use,  Land  Use 
Plans  and  Controls  section,  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS). 
This  corridor  also  has  some  existing  lines  and  some  proposed  new  lines.  To 
propose  two  500-kV  lines  from  the  AW  project  would  raise  questions  of  system 
reliability  (i.e.,  too  many  lines  in  one  corridor). 

Although  BLM  has  not  analyzed  the  route  proposed  by  CPUC  which  would  go 
north  of  George  Air  Force  Base,  BLM  would  probably  not  oppose  it.  This  route 
could  only  cross  a  few  miles  of  public  land.  However,  this  route  would  be  as 
impacting  on  private  lands  as  the  proposed  1-15  route  since  it  is  longer,  and 
it  may  also  have  high  impacts  on  George  Air  Force  Base  and  the  city  of 
Adelanto. 

This  proposal  by  CPUC  appears  to  transfer  the  adverse  impacts  of  trans- 
misson  line  routing  from  one  area  of  private  land  to  another.  Also,  the 
final  routing  of  a  transmission  line  would  be  accomplished  during  on-ground 
investigations  that  would  take  place  as  a  part  of  the  survey  procedure  as 
stipulated  in  the  Standard  Operating  Procedures  (Appendix  6  of  the  final 
EIS). 
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Ralph  Bunting,  Kanab,  Utah 

Response  76-1 

Several  recent  studies  have  simulated  the  effects  of  pumping  fro*  the 
Navajo  Sandstone  aquifer  for  the  coal  slurry.  The  Groundwater  Pumping  for 
Coal  Slurry  sections  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  present  the  results  of 
these  studies  and  recommends  further  aquifer  testing. 
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Bob  Furtek,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

Response  77-1 

Being  a  member  of  a  power  consortium  would  allow  NPC  to  provide  power  at 
more  economical  rates  to  their  customers  than  if  they  were  to  absorb  overhead 
costs  of  the  project  by  themselves.  Legal  agreements  would  allow  NPC  to 
recapture  generating  capacity  froa  SCE  and  PG4£  as  needed  (within  liaits). 
Host  of  the  water  used  for  cooling  the  Harry  Allen  powerplant  would  cone  froa 
the  Clark  County  AWT  plant. 
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Andrew  Galer 

eSP°Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 


721    Second    Avenue 
Salt  La'rfe  &i ty 
Utih  c41C3 
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Mr  Korean  Jensen 
Di  strict  Xana£er 
Bureau    of   L.-»nd   Kanorencnt 
p.C.    Dcx   y£4 
1579   Ivorth  r»iin    Street 
Cedar  City 
Utan  c^fCO 

Dear  Mr  Jensen: 

Concerning    tl.e    Draft    Environmental    Inpact    Ststerent 
Warner  Valley   Energy    System: 

After   following    the   Allen—  arner   Energy    Systen    fcr 
becomes   very    obvious   on  '*hat   choices  we   have   In   dev 
Systems.         There   are    the   destructive    aspects    to    Er.e 
developing    the    enercy    source    (strip  nJnirif    ccslj , 
water      source    (limine-  up   tae  Vlrfln  River   inA.   dry! 
springs),    saturating   the   air  space  lultlnstlng  *-e 
coal-buritr.f-   plant),    aM    developing    a   land   use    I  ?5 
divide  rood   ayrlcul  Unl   lands  or  rob   tr.s   Desert   Ic 
nere    living    "pace    -*nd    people    tearninr   hl«"h   ircorre 
will   be  buying   recreation  il  vehicles   and    furtr.er 
desert   ecosystems  "."ill   occur. 

Yet  Znerry   Sy-stens    ire  needed.     Ve  needed    t:-.e  Ksl -ire--.  1  tz   Zrerf-y 
Syster.:.      Vie   reeded    Desert    Sun    Kuclesr   .Jc->er   Plant.      v.e    are    -I'-^-ys 
told    that  we  need    the«e   syste-s.      Xet    as    tr.e   cc-^t   cf    es*e    -y*te"* 
6oes  up,    fe-er   and   fewer    ?ec?le  w?ll  need   thee  ne»    Ry?tet«,      hicn 
will    further  drive   u?    tne   cc?t   of    t!;e   present    ■-y«ter:s.      r«eed    !■ 
s  cre?ted    term   to  develop  projects  before   eoceore   el°e   can  desipn 
a  better   energy    Systen. 

Yet    the  destructive    aspects   of    tr.e    Allen--  arner   Zrerry    5yte=    enn 
and    pnouiid   be    postpone   fcr    several    core  years-      T.:e    alteratl-r    cf 
the  Vlrpen   Hiver  shculd  be  prevented    (Serine   rur.offs   are   a    ,ort  cf 
the    ecoiystens    =>nd   '.:ive   b«en    *>.     'art   cf    the   mtur-1    »;«-ter.9    fcr 
thousands   of   years).       Strip   ^lnlnf   of    coal    cu^t   be     -reverted    until 
all    tie    the  Centr-.l    Utah    Coal    Supply    is   utilized.      T..e    unl-ua 
ecosystems   cf    scutij«estern   Utah  cu'-t  be   preserved    In    the    strictest 
aspect   (a?   closure   to   all  but   scientific   Investigations). 

Furthermore,    only   cne    system    In   Utah    should    be   developer?    at    a    tl~e. 
This  would   Include  oil    shale,   IOC,    IFP,    and  Green   River  ?c-  <?r  Synte=. 
Presently   JIV  Is   heirp    "cr.e^uled    to  berlr.   ccnstcrctlcr. ,   :-'JC  Is   ^eir.F 
tossed   rio-n   on   cur  unknown  decettf   ell    -hale   is  belnc   tlr/.le^    «lth, 
and    t:ie  Central  Utah  Project   Is  In   a  haphazard    "tate  cf   cm  •tructlcn. 
Enouph  Is   ercurhl      Esieclally    «lr.ce   there   are  r.ct    any   c  p  :ortjrl  ti  e° 
for  bloloflflt   to   conduct   a   ten   year  Itudy  en    trie  Great  3s«ln  --Ithcut 
a  major   interrj  itlon   cf    a    scientific    study.        tier  se-jentiy    1    urre 
that   you    select    Alternative  fa    as    the   final    solution    to    the    Allen- 
Warner  En  ere?    System.  ffij^T/$U  ♦    '/l— 

Feier  Hcvinf*b 


Peter  Hovingh,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

Response  79-1 

Your  concerns  on  these  matters  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the 
decision  making  process. 


S3 


P.   O-   BOX    tOO   -   SPRINGDALE. UTAH     84767      (601)772-3244 
LARRY   AND  JULIE  McKOWN  .  PROPRIETORS 


August  IB,  I960 


f-:orr~ar.  Jensen 

t'lntrio*.  I  ana-ir 

bureau  of  iana  :.ar.a^eraent 

P.C.  cox  72^+ 

Cedar  City.  Utah  0^720 


Lear  i'r.  Jens 


After  studyir.r   the   A.Vi.V.    Energy  System  Draft,    I  would 
like    to   recommend   Alternative    5    for   this    project. 

I   E?ree  wholeheartedly  with  the   CUPC  that  conservation, 
jecther-.al,    coser.eration  and  renewable   cr.er.~y  sources   including 
solar   "should   te   expanded  because   of  their  favorable   environ- 
mental   charactcrimicc,    efficiency,    rrore    iitable    costs   and 
the    fact    they   are    indigenous    to   California.      Likewise,    many 
of  these   potentials  are    indi.-enous   to   Utah  and  Nevada. 

With   the    I. P. P.    project    being   placed    in   Central    Utah, 
Southern  Utah  should  have    sufficient  power  to  meet   our  growing 
needs.     The   geother.nal   potential   in  Central   Utah  also  seems 
extremely   promising. 

I  can't  understand  why  Utah  has   to  give  up  our  clean 
air  and  water  for  only  5,~.  of   the  production  of  this  plant. 
Solar  energy,    the  possibility  of  geothermal  power  and  conser- 
vation of  water  resources  car.  ensure   a  future  of  prosperity. 
Khy  dampen  these  prospects  with  a  single   act  of  exploitation, 
the  Warner  Valley  project. 

Sincerely 


^,ju,^.M^ 


*  TV:     CHEVRON  STATION:  CHEESE  SHOP:     UTAH  STATE  LIOUOR  AGENCY  :    CAMPING  SUPPLIES  :  GROCERIES  : 

Julie  HcKown.   Springdale.  Utah 

Response  80-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  1n  the  decision  making 

process. 


Larry  L. 

Box  100 

Springdale,  L't. 

8i*?67 

August  18,  I960 

MORGAN  JENSEN,  District  Manager 

B.L.K. 

P.O.  Box  72** 

Cedar  City,  Utah  84?20 

Dear  Kr.  Jensen, 

I've  never  seen  a  woundfin  minnow,  tut  I  have  seen  the 
desert-like  countryside  surrounding  Bishop,  California. 
The  green  is  gone  and  so  is  their  water  because  of  a  power 
plant . 

This  letter  is  definately  against  the  Warner  Valley  power 
project  and  proposed  coal  slurry.  The  entire  plan  is  a  gros3 
lack  of  future  planning  and  is  not  worth  the  price  we  must 
pay  for  our  water,  air  quality,  and  the  impact  on  nearby 
communities. 

I  urge  you  to  not  allow  this  obsolete  plan  to  develop. 
We  must  look  to  the  future  1  protect  our  land,  conserve  energy, 
and  seek  alternatives  to  our  power  needs. 


Yours  truely, 
Larry  L.  McKown 


Larry  HcKown,  Springdale.  Utah 

Response  81-1 

Your  discussion  Is  noted  and  will  b*  considered  In  the  final  decision 
■taking  process. 


S3 


August  17 >  I960 

Harold  W.    >Vood,   Jr. 
P.O.    Box   99598 
Tacoma,   WA     98^99 

District  "anag'r 

Cedar  City  District 

Bureau  of  Land  .'Management 

P.O.  Box  721* 

Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 

Dear  Sirr 

I  wish  to  submit  the  following  comments  on  the  Allen-'.Varner 
Valley  Energy  System  Draft  Environmental  Impact  'Statement. 


® 


Ar  a  whole,  the  statement  does  a  good 
environmental  impacts  of  the  utilities 
natives.  The  one  flaw  in  the  DEIS,  wh 
the  fact  that  the  proposal-  cecal  conti 
undetermined  factors  -  eg.  constructio 
Project,  ar.d  decision  by  the  Secretary 
unsuitability  petitioni  t~:i.  document  a 
the  fact  that  investigations  on  impact 
is  und'jr.vay  but  not  currently  avallabl 
Thus,  it  seems  that  the  Draft  Impact  S 
tir.e,  as  so  much  data  is  admittedly  un 
is  difficult  for  the  public  to  make 
impact  statement  and  upon  the  proposal 
Statement  becomes  merely  a  catalog  of 
essential  data  to  be  added  on  later,  a 
a  decision  without  adequate  public  CO? 


job  of  detailing  the  adverse 
1  proposal  and  various  alter- 
ich  flows  throughout  it,  is 
ngent  upon  so  many  as  yet 
n  of  the  Warner  Valley  .'.'ater 

of  the  Interior  on  the  Alton 
lso  repeatedly  refers  to 

to  air  quality  and  to  wildlife 
c  for  inclusion  in  the  DEIS. 
tatement  was  premature  at  this 
available.   As  a  result,  it 
11-informed  comments  on  the 

itself;  and  the  Impact 
BLM  busywork,  with  all  the 
t  vhich  time  the  BLM  can  make 
.Tent  on  the  relevant  data. 


Despite  these  defects,  it  seems  clear  that  Alternatives  1  through 
4  all  present  severe  adverse  impacts  to  the  environmental  quality 
of  a  major  part  of  southern  Utah,  and  as  the  EIS  notes,  there  is 
still  no  answer  to  the  question  of  whether  there  actually  is  a  need 
for  the  power  in  California,  with  the  CPUC  pending  decision  on  this 
question.  In  cataloguing  the  various  alternatives,  it  seems  clear 
that  Alternatives  one  through  four  all  present  serious  environmental 
problems  with  negligible  benefits.   If  the  EIS  process  is  to  have 
any  meaning  at  all,  31"  ought  to  select  the  energy  conservation/ 
alternative  energy  sources  Alternative  ,^5  as  its  preferred  alternative. 
The  situation  presented  by  the  Allern-'.Varner  Energy  System  ic  very 
similar  to  that  recently  considered  by  the  City  of  Seattle  in  its 
"Energy  1990"  program.  After  exhaustive  research,  and  publication 
of  a  multi-volume  report  and  analysis  approximately  four  feet  thick, 
the  City  of  Seattle  decided  that  the  most  economically  feasible  and 
environmentally  sound  solution  to  the  energy  needs  of  the  next 
decade  was  to  implement  a  strong  energy  conservation  program.   This 
program  is  now  underway  in  Seattle,  and  if  such  a  large  city  can 
undertake  such  a  program,  there  should  be  little  difficulty  in 
implementing  the  same  kind  of  program  with  the  customers  of  PG&E 
and  Southern  California  Edison.   In  this  regard,  the  DEIS  makes 
several  statements  of  fact  without  any  substantiation  which  appear 
to  be  patently  wrong.   On  page  h-Xk7   it  is  stated  that  "'Many 
conservation  activities  should  be  initiated  by  individuals,  not 
governments  or  utility  companies."   This  is  dead  wrong,  for  it  is 
the  utilities  and  the  government  which  can  provide  incentives  such 


Harold  W.  Wood,  Tacoma,  Washington 

Response  82-1 

As  discussed  in  the  Summary  and  Chapter  1  of  the  draft  EIS,  considerable 
information  pertinent  to  the  AWV  Energy  System  was  outstanding.  Much  of  this 
information,  including  the  OSM  Southern  Utah  Petition  Evaluation  Document 
(USDI,  1980),  the  OSM/BLH/NPS  Blasting  Studies,  the  USFWS  Biological  Opinion, 
and  the  Region  VIII  EPA  PSD  preliminary  decision  has  been  completed  and  is 
referenced  in  the  final  EIS  in  Chapter  4.  Where  data  is  still  incomplete  or 
unavailable,  a  worst-case  analysis  has  been  performed. 


Response  82-2 

According  to  the  CPUC  staff  recommendation  (Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed 
Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS),  there  is  a  need  for  the 
capacity  represented  by  the  powerplant  to  displace  oil-fired  capacity.  There 
is  also  a  need,  however,  to  encourage  the  acceleration  of  alternative  energy 
sources  development  and  energy  conservation  (components  of  Alternative  5  of 
this  EIS).  This  would  require  a  concerted  effort  and  a  switch  in  priorities 
of  individuals  (turn  off  lights,  reduced  thermostats,  etc.),  local.  State, 
and  Federal  governments  (incentives,  codes,  laws,  taxes,  etc.),  as  well  as 
utilities. 


Pg.  2 

as  low  interest  hone  energy  conservation  loans;  tax  credits  for 
installation  of  solar  collectors  and  insulation;  and  protection 
of  solar  access  through  solar  envelope  zoning-    Although  many 
energy  conservation  methodologies  can  be  applied  on  a  local  scale 
and  at  the  option  of  individuals,  the  utility  companies  involved 
here  could  play  an  instrumental,  role  in  promoting  a  sound  energy 
conservation  and  alternative  technology  program.   The  very  fact 
that  so7-.etir.es  initial  conservation  costs  discourages  consumers, 
as  noted  in  the  D2I3,  points  to  the  need  for  governmental  programs 
to  restructure  tax  rates  and  for  utility  companies  to  provide 
.energy  conservation  loans  to  their  customers. 


hO 


Another  clear  r.ictate.-.ent  of  fact  is  made  on  page  *J~1^7,  where 
It  is  stated  that  "individuals  viould  be  reluctant  to  change  their 
lifestyles  to  accomodate  the  conservation  and  loan  management  of 
energy."   According  to  the  Seattle  Energy  1990  study,  and  other 
reports,  the  converse  is  true.   Individuals  are  frequently  extremely 
desirous  of  participating  in  energy  conservation,  not  out  of  any 
patriotic  motive,  hut  simply  because  it  makes  good  economic  sense. 
Installation  of  solar  technologies  and  insulation  pays  for  itself 
over  tire,  and  since  we  are  talking  about  future  energy  needs,  many 
of  these  costs  can  be  extremely  low,  as  for  example  in  passive 
solar  construction  which  adds  negligible  costs  to  construction  of 
hoTor~  hut  saves  huge  nmounts  of  energy,   Such  techniques  are, 
rose  ever,  not  merely  the  responsibility  of  individuals,  but  of 
dev'lop.-ent  companies,  utility  companies,  and  local  governments. 
EI."  should  deny  the  permit  application,  and  select  Alternative  5, 
vhich  would  put  the  onus  on  the  utilities  involved  to  make  greater 
efforts  to  promote  decentralized  energy  sources  and  energy  conservation. 
Such  a  course  of  action  is  clearly,  as  the  DEIS  suggests,  economically 
feasible  ana  would  by  the  year  2000  result  in  a  net  energy  surplus. 
All  that  is  needed  to  promote  this  course  of  action  is  for  the 
utilities  and  local  governments  to  participate  in  greater  public 
education  of  alternative  technologies  and  in  giving  economic/tax 
incentives  for  people  to  proceed  in  this  direction.   One  method 
not  mentioned  in  the  DEIS  is  for  the  utilities  to  provide  free 
home  energy  conservation  inspections,  concomitant  with  public 
education  and  economic  incentives.   This,  and  other  approaches 
which  the  utility  companies  can  take  to  implement  Alternative  5  should 
be  delineated  in  greater  detail  in  the  Final  EIS. 


Response  82-3 

Alternative  energy  sources  and  energy  conservation  are  finally  being 
realized  by  the  consumer  as  viable  and  cost-effective  alternatives  to  con- 
ventional sources.  However,  studies  show  that  the  general  public  has  been 
reluctant  to  implement  such  programs  because  of  a  general  unawareness  (Chap- 
ter 4,  Alternative  5). 


In  sun,    I  urge   the   3L;.'   to   reject   the    applicants'    request   for  permits 
and   to   select  Alternative   5    as    its   preferred   alternative   in   the 
final  EIS.      Such   a  decision   is    clearly  dictated   by   the   severe 
adverse   environmental   courses   of  action   of   other   alternatives, 
and  would  undoubtedly  prove   to  be   the  most  economically  and  socially 
acceptable   course   of  action  as   well. 


Sincerely, 


82    Havelock   Street 

San    Francisco      CA   9^1  12 

August    19,    1980 

SUBJECT!     SOUTHWESTERN   UTAH    PARKLANDS 
(Rejection  of    application 
for    proposed   Allen/Warner 
Val  ley   Project) 


Angela  L.   Olson,  San  Francisco.  California 

Response  83-1  ...  ._.        .    ,      lt 

Your    concern    in    this    matter    is    noted   and  will    be   considered   in   the 
decision  waking  process. 


to 

CO 


District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Cedar  City  District  Office 

1579  North  Main 

P.  0.  Box  J2k 

Cedar  City,  Utah  8U720 

Dear  Sir: 

As  a  concerned  citizen  for  our  environment   I  am  writing  to  ask your 

suDwrt  in  rejecting  the  application  for  the  proposed  All  en/Warner 
VaHey  Project  -  including  the  Kalparowlts  Plateau.   Any  coal  mining 
and  Sower  plant  proposal  for  this  area  would  be  extremely  detrimental 
to  the  national  parks  that  are  in  that  area  -  Zion.  Brvce  and  even 
the  Grand  Canyon    These  are  fragile  parks  and  their  «1  . keS"  "not 
De  found  anywhere  else  in  the  world.   They  are  priceless  areas  to  be 
protected  and  preserved  so  that  future  generations  of  our  young 
Americans  will  be  able  to  enjoy  their  beauty  also. 

Strip  mining  is  terribly  ugly  and  operating  coal  power P'ants  would 

cause  the  deterioration  of  air  and  water  quality.   It  would  also 
cause  a  "boom"  in  population  which  this  area  is  not  prepared  to 
handle.   Water  in  this  region  is  precious  and  not  abundant    This 
land  is  truly  very  fragile  and  once  destroyed  -  it  cannot  be  duplica 
ted  ever  again. 

We  visited  this  area  last  year  and  its  beauty  is  something  that  we 
will  remember  and  hold  dear.   We  hope  that  our  grandchildren  will  be 
able  to  enjoy  it  as  we  did. 

Please  do  not  allow  this  beautiful  desert  canyon  country  to  be 
exploited  -  once  it  is  gone  -  it  will  be  no  more. 


® 


N> 

VO 


August  17.  198O 

tir.    Horgan  Jensen 
District  rianager 

Cedar  City,  Utah  8^720 

Dear  ,ir.  Jensen, 

This  letter  Is  In  regards  to  the  proposed  Allen-Werner 
Valley  inergy  System  (AWViS).   I  have  toured  both  the  Alton 
Strip  .line  and  the  Warner  Valley  power  plant  sites,  and  I  have 
also  Kept  Informed  about  the  issues  and  options  involved  In 
a»V^o.   I  personally  believe  that  the  Warner  Valley  Plant 
and  tlton  coalfields  will  degrade  both  human  and  natural 
environments  In  southern  Utah  In  order  to  supply  unneeded 
energy,   rlease  include  this  letter  in  the  final  EIS  and 
Xindly  address  the  following  issues: 

l;  Construction  of  the  j»lton  mine,  Warner  Valley  plant 
and  conriectlr.3  slurry  line  will  cause  socio-economic  Impacts 
on  the  surrounding  communities.   How  severe  will  they  be? 

2)   *hat  will  be  the  Indirect  effects  on  public  lands 
of  CjiV  recreation  by  the  construction  and  operating  work 
forces  ar.d  their  families? 

3 J  now  much  and  what  types  of  air  pollution  will  occur 
in  southern  Utah?   ihe  ^IS  should  qualitatively  and 
quantitatively  address  both  direct  and  Indirect  pollution 
_  due  to  Increased  population  in  the  area. 

4)  now  will  iiryce  and  Zion  Canyon  parks  be  affected? 

5)  What  is  the  need  for  this  system  in  light  of  the 
claim  by  the  California  £nergy  Commission  that  the  Warner 
Valley  plant  Is  not  the  best  way  for  California  consumers 
to  generate  desired  electricity? 

After  personally  searching  for  answers  to  the  above 
questions,  I  strongly  support  Alternative  5  as  the  preferred 
alternative. 


Sincerely, 


John  Winkel,   Salt  Lake  City,   Utah 

Response  84-1 

These  points  are  addressed  in  the  Socioeconomics  section  under  Alterna- 
tive 1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 

Response  84-2 

As  discussed  in  the  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  sections  of  Chapter  4  in 
the  final  EIS,  ORV  use  would  be  expected  to  increase  on  public  lands  because 
of  an  increase  in  population  due  to  construction  and  operating  work  forces 
and  their  families.  Increased  ORV  use  could  disturb  wildlife  habitat  and 
vegetation  and  increase  littering. 

Response  84-3 

For  how  much  and  what  types  of  air  pollution  would  occur  in  southern 
Utah  from  powerplant  emissions,  refer  to  the  emission  rates  cited  in  Appendix 
13  and  the  Air  Quality  sections  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 

For  a  qualitative  discussion  of  air  pollution  from  population  growth, 
use  the  Population  Growth  sections  under  Air  Quality  in  Chapter  4  of  the 
final  EIS. 

Response  84-4 

Your  concerns  about  Bryce  Canyon  and  Zion  National  Parks  are  addressed' 
in  Response  37-2. 

Response  84-5 

Your  concern  about  the  need  for  the  AWV  project  is  addressed  in  the 
Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS. 


John  D.  Wlnkel 
2625  Solar  Drive  #5 
3.L.C. ,  Utah  84117 
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Laurence  T.  Eck,  Bloomington,  Utah 

Response  85-1 

NPC  would  be  required  by  EPA  to  apply  BACT  (91.85  percent  control  of 
SO,).  Maintenance  would  be  expected  to  be  required  infrequently.  This 
concern  is  addressed  in  the  Air  Quality  section  under  Alternative  1  of  Chap- 
ter 4  in  the  final  EIS. 
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Response  85-2 

The  proposed  powerplants  would  have   to  meet  BACT  as   determined  by  EPA 

us?nnP.PJC,ant,1tC°nmUt^  t0  ab0Ut  99"5  Percent  "ntrol  of  particulates 
»!I^  k  Kr°Stat1C  P^Pit'to".  This  would  Met  EPA's  BACT  required" 
cant  Ln„9lThS  rUld  bf   fea5ib1e'  but  1s  not  bei"9  considered.      The ~?|1 
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Response  85-3 

The  powerplants  would  be  designed  to  limit  NO  emissions  to  the  highest 
degree  possible.  However,  NO  control  is  not  completely  possible,  and  even 
with  BACT,  NO  emissions  wouia  be  greater  than  any  other  pollutant.  Maximum 
control  Is  nof?yet  feasible. 


Response  85-4 

The  concerns  of  your  comment  are  addressed  in  Response  12-5. 
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Response  85-5 

Issues  concerning  water  rights  are  a  State  matter  and  any  decisions 
regarding  these  issues  will  be  made  by  the  Utah  State  Engineer. 


eSP°Your  concern  about  the  PSD  requirements  is  fully  considered  in  the  Air 
Quality  sections  of  Chapters  3  and  4  in  the  final  EIS. 


ALLEN-WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

WRITTEN  COMMENTS 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS  -  SUMMARY 

Rudger  M.  Mc  Arthur 

August   20,  1980 


® 


Comment 
Murber 


4> 


Page  3-31,  Para.  "Population".   "The  St.  George  area  communities  (which 
have  had  higher  than  average  growth  rates  in  the  7  to  10  percent  per  year 

range)". 

Page  1-4,  First  Table.   The  first  table  projects  population  increases 
in  the  area  ranging  from  "2.U  in  the  town  of  Ivins"  to  "3.2Z  in  the 
town  of  Santa  Clara"  and  showing  St.  George  an  annual  compound  growth 
rate  of  "2.2%". 

Comment:   Because  of  the  significant  impact  proposed  population  projec- 
tions play  in  the  EIS  procedure  it  is  imperative  that  we  have 
accurate  information  so  that  any  conclusions  reached  as  a 
result  of  the  preparation  of  the  EIS  will  be  meaningful. 

Many  years  ago  in  projecting  the  power  and  water  needs  of  the 
City  of  St.  George  we  projected  on  a  7  percent  annual  compound 
population  increase.   This  method  of  projection  has  proven 
very   accurate. 

The  City  of  St.  George,  in  cooperation  with  seven  other  cities, 
retained  Fox  £  Company  to  do  a  population  survey  in  connection 
with  Utah  House  Bill  303.   This  population  projection  was  avail- 
able to  BLM  when  the  EIS  was  prepared.   That  projection  prepared 
for  the  Utah  State  Fiscal  Legislative  analysts  indicate  that  the 
St.  George  population  as  of  December  31,  1979  was  14,824. 


Rudger  H,  McArthur,  St.  George,  Utah 

Response  86-1 

Based  upon  the  recently  available  Preliminary  1980  Census  figures  for 
Washington  County,  the  population  projections  contained  in  Appendix  11  of  the 
final  EIS  have  been  revised  as  shown  in  the  final  EIS.  These  revisions  do 
not,  however,  include  the  7-percent  annually  compounded  growth  rate  for  St. 
George  that  has  been  cited  by  some  city  and  county  officials  because  it 
cannot  be  supported  by  the  independent  census  figures.  Nor,  in  reviewing 
past  Washington  County  population  baseline  studies  (Population  and  Economic 
Base  Study,  1971,  compiled  for  the  Washington  County  Planning  Commission  by 
the  Planning  and  Research  Associates  of  Salt  Lake  City),  can  historic  growth 
trends  of  such  a  magnitude  for  the  city  be  supported. 

While  the  Preliminary  1980  Census  figures  do  indicate  considerable 
growth  in  the  vicinity  of  St.  George,  it  has  been  centered  more  in  areas  such 
as  Washington,  Santa  Clara,  Ivins,  and  Bloomington-Bloomington  Hills.  As 
such,  it  is  not  possible  to  accommodate  requests  that  a  7-percent  growth  rate 
be  utilized  in  projecting  population  figures  for  the  city  of  St.  George. 


Before  the  statement  is  submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Inter- 
ior as  a  decision  document  all  references  to  population  increases 
in  the  Washington  County  area  should  be  brought  to  a  level  of 
increase  not  less  than  7X.   In  the  EIS  information  to  the  contrary 
should  be  removed  and  all  population  projections  should  be  updated 

to  that  rate  of  increase. 


Page  S-4,  Para.  3.   "However,  BLM  assessment  indicates  that  St.  George 
would  not  need  the  power  represented  by  the  AWV  Energy  System,  provided 
that  the  existing  purchase  power  contract  with  Utah  Power  S  Light  Company 
would  be  continued  and  addended  to  meet  future  energy  demand". 


Comment : 


It  is  interesting  to  note  that  in  an  order  issued  by  the  Public 
Service  Commission  of  Utah,  dated  June  9,  1980  approving  a  wheel- 
ing agreement  between  the  city  of  St.  George  and  C.  P.  National 
contained  the  following  information.   "ALso,  we  have  previously 
concluded  that  Utah  Power  and  Light  should  not  enter  into  long 
term  firm  power  supply  contracts  for  resale  to  nonjurisdict ional 
customers". 

In  the  same  order.  Paragraph  7,  "Nothing  contained  in  this  report 
and  Order  should  be  construed  as  an  approval  of  any  resale  electric 
service  agreement  which  may  exist  between  Utah  Power  and  Light 
Company  and  the  City  of  St.  George.  Utah  Power  and  Light  Company 
is  not  before  the  Commission  in  this  case.". 

Further,  "The  Commission  retains  jurisdiction  to  direct  termina- 
tion of  the  Wheeling  Agreement  at  any  time  following  expiration 
of  the  initial  term,  July  1,  1982,  provided  however  that  no  such 


Response  86-2 

Refer  to  the  updated  section  on  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  in 
Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  concerning  your  content. 


termination  shall  be  ordered  except  upon  notice  and  hearing. 
Proceedings  for  further  hearings  in  connection  with  the  matter  may 
be  instituted  by  the  Commission  on  its  own  motion;   by  CPN;  by 
St.  George;  or  by  any  other  interested  party.   Nothing  in  this 
order  shall  be  construed  as  approval  of  any  resale  electric  ser- 
vice agreement  which  may  exist  between  Utah  Power  and  Light  Com- 
pany and  the  City  of  St.  George." 

There  is  sufficient  evidence  to  conclude  there  is  no  long  term 
firm  energy  supply  contract  between  the  City  of  St.  George  and 
Utah  Power  and  Light.   There  is  no  long  term  wheeling  contract 
in  evidence  between  the  City  of  St.  George  and  CPN  over  whoSe 
transmission  system  power  purchased  from  Utah  Power  and  Light 
must  be  wheeled.   There  is  no  transmission  capacity  between 
Utah  Power  and  Light  system  and  the  City  of  St.  George  system 
to  adequately  meet  the  present  requirements  leaving  no  capacity 
for  future  transmission  requirements  for  the  City  of  St.  George. 

Page  3-34/  First  Table.   Indicates  a  peak  demand  of  18.88  during  the  year 

2000. 

Comment:   The  peak  requirement  of  the  City  of  St.  George  has  exceeded 
32  megawatts  as  of  this  date.   It  is  unrealistic  to  believe 
that  for  the  next  20  years  demand  will  increase  no  more  than 
17  megawatts. 

Based  on  population  projections  that  we  have  established,  and 
that  of  Burns  McDonnell,  the  need  for  electrical  energy  by  the 
City  of  St.  George  during  the  year  2000  would  be  123.4  megawatts. 

In  view  of  this  information  it  would  be  appropriate  for  the 


Response  86-3 

These  concerns  have  been  noted  and  some  revisions  are  made  in  the  final 
EIS.  The  revisions,  however,  are  based  upon  the  following  sources:  popula- 
tion projections  are  from  table  1,  Appendix  11;  per  capita  consumption  con- 
stants are  from  Energy  Conservation  Alternative  for  the  Al len-Warner  Valley 
Project  (Centaur  Associates,  Inc.  1980);  and  ratios  of  needed  generating 
capacity  to  peak  demand  (load  factor)  are  from  Burns  and  McDonnell  (1977). 
Revisions  in  the  text  are  located  in  the  Existing  and  Projected  Electrical 
Energy  Demand  section  of  Chapter  3  in  the  final  EIS. 


preparers  of  the  EIS  to  remove  the  schedule  on  page  3-34  and 
insert  the  projections  of  Burns-McDonnell  as  contained  in  their 
letter  dated  December  12,  1979  updating  the  1977  feaseability 
study  prepared  by  Burns-McDonnell  for  the  City  of  St.  George. 

4.   Page  2-44,  Para.  1,  second  line.   "Depending  upon  the  type  and  extent  of 
system  employed  in  any  given  situation,  solar  water  heating  systems  are 
currently  moderate  to  high  expense  items  for  the  consumer.   This  is  the 
case  partially  because  such  systems  still  generally  require  a  conventional 
type  of  back-up  system." 

Cogent:   Vou  end  up  having  coal  fired  generation  some  place  either  in 
the  initial  stage  or  as  a  back-up  to  other  systems  which  are 
not  totally  reliable.   The  energy  requirements  of  our  City  can 
best  be  met  by  the  Warner  Valley  Power  Generating  Station.   We 
would  have  short  transmission  lines  which  would  reduce  the  cost 
to  our  consumers  from  point  of  generation  to  point  of  use.   We 
would  have  ownership,  and  an  opportunity  to  control,  to  some 
degree,  the  price  we  pay  for  the  service  that  we  make  available 
to  the  people  of  St.  George.   The  only  economically  feaseable 
and  reliable  supply  of  electrical  energy  for  St.  George  is  the 
Warner  Valley  Power  Plant. 

5.   Page  S-4,  Para.  5.   "Information  developed  by  Centaur  Associates,  Inc. 
(a  BLM  contractor)  indicates  that  the  need  for  a  municipal  water  supply 
to  serve  several  southern  Utah  communities  has  been  met  by  a  separate 
water  development:   The  Snow  Canyon  Project.   There  would,  however,  be 
several  potential  uses  for  the  impounded  water,  such  as  agricultural  or 
recreational  uses. 

Page  1-3,  para.  5.   "According  to  a  recent  BLM-sponsored  study, 
however,  only  *  small  portion  of  the  proposed  municipal 


Response  86-4 

The  implementation  of  such  systems  as  solar  water  heaters  and  space 
heaters  is  inherently  dependent  upon  a  backup  energy  source.  The  solar 
units,  if  installed,  would  reduce  the  need  for  additional  power  and  are  not 
designed  to  replace  all  existing  power  generating  facilities. 

Other  alternatives  to  the  Warner  powerplant  include  the  construction  or 
upgrading  of  transmission  lines  only,  and  not  the  construction  of  a  new 
powerplant.  These  are  also  economical  alternatives. 


ft* 

Art 


w 

00 


water  supply  system  would  be  needed  (Socioeconomics,  Centaur  Associates, 
Inc.,  1980).   The  study  indicates  that  with  the  recently  completed  Snow 
Canyon  Water  Project  located  northeast  of  St.  George,  the  following  muni- 
cipal water  supply/demand  situation  would  exist  by  the  year  2020. 
Comment:   In  1967  the  City  of  St.  George  developed  a  system  known 

as  the  Gunlock  System  that  made  available  to  us  12  cubic  feet 
per  second  of  water.   By  1979  we  had  completely  utilized  this 
source  as  well  as  the  other  sources  of  water  available  to  us. 
This  means  that  we  must  develop  at  least  one  cubic  foot  of 
water  per  second  per  year  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
municipalities  in  this  area  connected  into  the  system  of  the 
City  of  St.  George.   The  Snow  Canyon  Development  makes  avail- 
able 6  c/f/s  of  water  which  will  take  us  approximately  to  the 
year  1985  when  we  plan  to  have  water  available  to  us  from  the 
Warner  Valley  Project. 

Since  we  have  been  working  on  the  Warner  Valley  Proposal  since 
1973,  all  of  the  water  that  we  have  developed  is  in  anticipation 
that  the  Warner  Valley  Reservoir  will  make  water  available  to 
us  in  1985.   Anything  else  is  merely  stop-gap  to  meet  our  needs 
until  that  time. 

6.   Page  4-31,  Table  4-4.   "Present  Water  Supply  and  Projected  Water  Requirements 
(Expressed  in  Million  Gallons  Per  Day)" 
Comment:   This  table  predicts  that  the  City  would  require  4.926  million 

gallons  of  water  per  day  during  1980  and  10.987  million  gallons 
per  day  during  2020.   It  is  interesting  to  note  that  during  1977 
we  reached  a  maximum  peak  requirement  of  9.072  million  gallons 
per  day,  that  on  July  29,  1980  we  used  11.1  million  gallons  in 
one  day. 


Response  86-5 

Refer  to  the  updated  water  needs  section  1n  the  Purpose  and  Need  of 
Proposed  Project  section  of  Chapter  1  in  the  final  EIS  concerning  your  coei- 
■ent. 


Response  86-6 

Your  concern  about  water  needs  1s  addressed  in  the  Purpose  and  Need  of 
Proposed  Project  section  of  Chapter  1  in  the  final  EIS. 


This  leaves  Table  4-4  page  4-31  a  complete  misrepresentation  of 
existing  known  facts. 

The  rule-of-thumb  is  that  one  c/f/s  of  water  will  serve  1,000 
people.   Although  we  have  exceeded  that  in  the  past  for  the  sake 
of  presentation  and  computation  lets  stay  with  the  rule-of- 
thumb.'  The  daily  gallon  requirement  to  serve  14,000  people  would 
be  9  million  gallons  per  day.   By  continuing  the  present  popula- 
tion increase  to  the  year  2020,  as  projected  for  water  require- 
ments on  the  table,  the  maximum  daily  requirement  would  be 
137.000  million  gallons  of  water  rather  than  the  10.987  million 
gallons  indicated  in  the  Centaur  Associates  Table  4-4  on  page 
4-31.   This  table  should  be  removed  from  the  EIS  or  corrected 
to  state  the  facts. 
7.  Page  2-16,  Table  2-3.   "Proposed  Distribution  of  water  Uses" 

Comment:   This  table  indicates  the  request  for  water  by  various  agencies 
received  by  Washington  County  water  Conservancy  District. 
All  references  to  water  needs  should  be  based  on  this  delivery 
schedule  throughout  the  entire  EIS. 
'8.   Page  2-59,  Table  2-20.   "Cumulative  Summary  of  Major  Impacts."   "One 
property  listed  on  the  National  Register  Destroyed." 

Page  4-46,  Para.  1.  "Construction  of  the  proposed  diversion  and  canal 
structure  needed  to  feed  water  to  the  proposed  reservoir  would  destroy 
the  historic  diversion  structure". 

Comment:   This  is  totally  inaccurate.   Contact  with  the  Preservation  Arm 
of  the  Utah  Historical  Society  indicates  that  the  area  has  been 
investigated,   that  the  original  diversion  site,  what  is  left  of 
it,  can  be  preserved  by  building  around  it  or  more  properly  a 
placque  or  monument  indicating  the  location  of  the  original  site. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  proposal  that  will  destroy  any  national 


Response  86-7 

Even  with  the  applicants'  proposed  diversion  schedule  of  the  Virgin 
River,  the  delivery  schedule  would  not  be  net.  It  is  not  possible  with  the 
amount  of  water  that  would  enter  the  proposed  reservoir  annually. 


Response  86-8 

8LH  contact  with  the  Utah  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  indicates 
that  the  existing  physical  remains  of  the  Hurricane  Diversion  would  be  altered 
by  the  construction  of  a  concrete  diversion  dam  on  the  existing  site. 
Although  documentation  of  existing  remains  would  occur  and  a  monument  or 
plaque  would  be  placed  on  the  location  of  the  original  site,  the  physical 
remains  of  this  National  Register  Property  would  indeed  be  altered. 
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registered  property.  This  statement  must  be  removed  fro.  the 


EIS. 
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Page  *-»,  Para.  3.  "The  State  of  Nevada  wishes  to  enter  negotiations  with 
the  State  of  Utah  on  their  proposed  Virgin  River  water  compact.  Such  a 
compact  could  result  in  modifications  to  the  Warner  Valley  water  project 
and  proposed  diversion  and  delivery  schedules.  The  State  of  Utah  has,  to 
date,  declined  to  enter  into  negotiations. 
Cogent:   The  State  of  Utah  will  continue  to  decline  to  enter  into  any 

such  negotiation.  Since  we  have  started  the  preparation  of  this 
statement  it  has  been  an  unending  effort  to  impress  the  preparers 
of  the  EIS  that  water  rights  and  the  allocation  and  use  of  water 
remains  a  state  right.  There  is  no  intention  on  the  part  of  the 
State  of  Utah,  any  of  its  ar.s  of  government,  the  Washington 
County  Water  Conservancy  District,  or  any  of  the  people  that  it 
serves,  to  enter  into  or  to  acquiesce  in  any  contract  that  would 
change  the  present  compact  use  of  the  waters  of  the  Virgin  River 

The  Memorandum  Decision  of  the  State  Engineer  granting  the  use  of 
waters  of  the  Virgin  River  to  the  Washington  County  Water  Cons- 
ervancy District  has  been  challenged  and  upheld  by  the  Fifth 
District  Court.  Any  reference  to  use  of  waters  of  the  Virgin 
RWer  in  another  state  as  having  any  impact  on  the  Warner  Valley 
Reservoir  proposal  should  be  stricken  from  the  EIS. 
:10   Page  5-5,  Para  6.   "  Habitat  of  the  officially  listed  endangered  woundfin 
„innow  (Plagopterus  argent i ssimus)  would  be  adversely  affected  by  the  con- 
struction and  operation  of  the  proposed  Warner  Valley  water  project. 
Cogent:  At  the  invitation  of  BLM  a  study  group  was  put  together  including 
representatives  of  BLM,  Utah  Division  of  Wild  Life  Resources, 
consultant  of  US  Fish  and  Wild  Life  Resources,  and  the  staff  and 


Respose  86-9 

The  effects  on  the  Virgin  River  system  section  of  Chapter  4  1n  the  final 
EIS  Is  revised  to  reflect  the  Information  provided  by  your  conwnt. 


Response  86-10 

As  evidenced  In  the  biological  opinion  of  October  1980  (Appendix  lb), 
the  recently  completed  USFWS  studies  on  the  woundfin  minnow  conclude  that  the 
flow  requirements  for  this  species  are  substantially  greater  than  those 
proposed  by  the  project  applicants. 


consultants  of  Vaughn  Hansen  and  Associates. 

This  study  analyzed  the  habitat  of  the  fish  during  the  driest 
year  of  recorded  history  (1977).   The  report  refutes  the  biolo- 
gical opinion  of  April  3,  1978  and  establishes  the  inadequacy 
of  the  opinion  to  properly  assess  the  woundfin  minnow  question. 


The  Vaughn  Hansen  report  should  be  more  fully  utilized  in  the 
preparation  of  the  EIS.   The  Warner  Valley  Reservoir  Proposal 
was  designed  to  adequately  protect  the  habitat,  and  in  fact 
improve  the  habitat,  of  the  woundfin  minnow. 
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District  Manager 

Cedar  City  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  724 

Cedar  City,  Utah   84720 

Dear  Sir: 

As  a  concerned  citizen  1  would  like  to  see  the  following  issues  and  concerns 
addressed  the  the  dralt  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  Nevada  Power 
Company's  proposed  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System: 

1  .     Additional  study  and  comment  is  needed  concerning  adverse  afreets  on 
quailiy  at  Valley  of  Fire  Slate  Park.    Air  quaiity  in  this  area  is  already 
impacted  by  the  Reid-Gardner  Power  Plant  in  Moapa  Valley.    Additional 
deterioration  of  air  quality  could  reduce  the  value  of  recreational  experiences 
within  the  park  and  adjacent  public  use  areas. 

As  a  registered  Natural  Landmark,  Valley  of  Fire  is  recognized  nationally 
for  its  outstanding  scenic,  geologic  and  archeological  features.    The  park 
is  also  of  statewide  significance  as  Nevadas'  oldest  and  largest  State  Park. 
The  issue  of  reduced  air  quality  along  1-15  near  the  proposed  plant  plus 
adjacent  areas  should  be  addressed. 

2.  In  addition  to  a  sufficient  evaluation  of  air  quality  impact  by  Harry  Allen 
plant,  the  increases  in  air  pollution  from  the  expansion  of  Reid-Gardner 
plant  and  the  pollution  emitted  by  Harry  Allen  should  be  analyzed  together. 

'3-  Air  Pollution  monitoring  should  be  done  by  local,  i.e.,  Clark  County, 
agencies.  Existing  monitoring  responsibilities  should  be  analyzed  and 
recommendations  made  for  public  comment. 

4.   As  explained  in  the  scoping  document ,  the  California  Public  Utilities 
Commission  has  not  completed  their  assessment  of  need  for  the  power 
generated  by  the  Allen-Warner  project.    Thus,  the  comment  period 
should  be  extended  ninety  (90)  days  to  allow  for  public  review  of  this 
and  all  other  as  yet  incomplete  reports. 


Carol   F.   Hunter,   Las  Vegas,   Nevada 

Response  87-1 

The  analyses  have  shown  that  visibility  would  be  impaired  at  the  Valley 
of  Fire  and  Class  I  increments  for  SO,  could  be  exceeded.  However,  it  must 
be  recognized  that  Valley  of  Fire  State  Park  is  currently  a  Class  II  area, 
and  until  the  State  of  Nevada  would  reclassify  the  park  as  Class  I,  Class  II 
standards  apply.  The  analysis  indicates  that  Class  II  standards  would  be  met 
and  Class  II  areas  presently  are  not  afforded  protection  from  visibility 
impairment.  The  area  along  1-15  is  a  PSD  Class  II  area  and  all  Class  II 
increments  and  NAAQS  would  have  to  be  complied  with  before  the  issuance  of  a 
PSD  permit.  At  the  request  of  the  State  of  Nevada,  BLH  treats  the  Valley  of 
Fire  as  a  Class  II  area  in  the  final  EIS.  Refer  to  air  quality  sections  of 
Chapters  3  and  4  of  the  final  EIS. 

Response  87-2 

No  cumulative  modeling  studies  have  been  performed.  This  analysis  will 
have  to  be  performed  before  a  PSD  permit  could  be  issued  for  the  Harry  Allen 
powerplant.  Cumulative  impacts  would  have  to  be  determined  by  EPA,  because 
they  will  be  allocating  the  PSD  increments. 

Response  87-3 

Refer  to  Response  52-2  for  a  discussion  of  this  concern. 

Response  87-4 

Your  comment  concerning  an  extension  of  tiae  is  addressed  in  Response 
43-3. 
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Potential  impact  on  Las  Vegas  Wash/Wetlands  Park  that  will  be  created 
by  removal  of  water  from  Clark  County  Advanced-Wastewater  Treatment 
Plant  should  be  analyzed  and  presented  for  public  comment. 

This  area  is  of  regional  significance  as  a  wildlife  habitat,  special  eco- 
system and  recreational  area.  It  is  probably  the  most  productive  area 
biologically,  in  Nevada,  with  267  species  of  birds  and  other  wildlife. 

I  question  the  validity  of  the  simulated  photograph  for  the  Harry  Allen 
Power  plant  (pg  4-111).    The  represented  sizeof  the  power  plant  in 
relation  to  the  homes  and  vegetation  in  the  foreground  is  not  realistic 
nor  believable . 

The  discussion  of  interrelationships  with  other  projects  and  proposals 
should  include  the  entire  interstate  importation  of  energy  (electrical) 
to  serve  the  Southern  California  urban  area. 

There  does  not  seem  to  be  an  established  need  for  this  much  power  in 
Southern  California  or  Southern  Nevada. 


-P- 
co 


Sincerely, 


Carol  ?".  Hunter 
5081  Village  Drive 
Las  Vegas,  Nevada 


89122 


Response  87-5 

Significant  impacts  to  the  Las  Vegas  Wash/Wetlands  Park  would  not  occur 
because  the  present  discharge  of  approximately  66  mgd  of  effluent  into  the 
wash  would  basically  remain  unaltered.  Under  full  production  capacity,  the 
Harry  Allen  powerplant  would  require  approximately  24.5  mgd  of  effluent  fro« 
the  AWT  for  cooling  purposes.  The  transfer  of  24.5  mgd  from  the  AWT  to  the 
Harry  Allen  plant  instead  of  the  wash  would  be  minimal  since  future  growth  in 
Clark  County  would  produce  30  mgd  of  new  effluent.  This  is  discussed  in  more 
detail  in  the  Dry  Lake,  Nevada  and  Las  Vegas  Wash  sections  of  Chapter  4  and 
the  Wetlands  and  Floodplains  section  of  Chapter  3  in  the  final   EIS. 

Response  87-6 

Your  perception  of  figures  4-13  and  4-15  in  the  draft  EIS  is  accurate. 
The  siting  of  the  powerplant  is  incorrect.  The  figures  are  changed  in  the 
final  EIS  to  reflect  your  comment. 

Response  87-7 

Your  concerns  about  interrelationships  with  other  projects  and  proposals 
are  addressed  in  the  Interrelated  Projects  section  under  Alternative  6, 
Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 


NEVADA  PO 

FOURTH         STREET 
P.O.   BOX     230    •    LAS 


WER  COMPANY 

AND         STEWART         AVENUE 
VEGAS,       NEVADA-  69  1  «  -1 

August   22,    1980 


Mr.  .".organ  Jensen 
District  :'.i.-iager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1573  S.  Main  Street 
Cedar  City,  Utah   34720 

S'SZJtCT:      Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System 

Environmental  Irpact  Statement  Draft 

Dear  Mr.  Jensen: 

The  Participants  in  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  submit  the  attached  comments 
on  the  Bureau  of  Land  rtanagement '  s  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Tv.e  Participants'  specific  consents  are  limited  to  substantive  issues  and  concerns. 
However,  the  following  are  general  comments  regarding  the  Statement  which  we  also  want 
to  present  for  your  consideration: 

1,  The  Energy  System  is  needed  to  provide  service  to  the  respective  customers  of 
the  participating  utilities.   The  benefits  of  the  system  to  the  people  in  the 
States  of  Utah,  Nevada  and  California  have  not  been  given  enough  weight  within 
the  Statement.   The  importance  of  the  Energy  System  in  meeting  the  goal  of 
national  energy  independence  also  has  not  been  stressed. 

2.  There  are  numerous  problems  with  the  technical  discussion  on  the  visibility 
irpacfi  at  zion  National  Park.   Nowhere  in  publication  is  there  a  validation 
of  the  techniques  used  for  the  visibility  discussion  or  simulation  presented 
in  Chapter  4.   Without  validation  of  the  air  modeling  or  the  computer  simula- 
tion, these  simulations  can  only  be  considered  as  misleading,  doctored 
pictures.   Tr.us,  we  believe  the  entire  visibility  discussions  regarding 
Zion  National  Par*  as  presented  within  the  Draft  Statement  should  be 
removed. 

The  propulation  projections  due  to  construction  are  greatly  overstated.   It 
is  hard  to  conceive  that  a  three-month  peak  construction  population  in  1983  of 
approximately  1,000  employees  could  create  a  population  increase  in  Washington 
County  of  8,000.   The  socioeconomics  section  and  discussions  should  be 
completely  reviewed.   Information  supplied  both  by  the  Energy  System  and 
local  governmental  planning  agencies  should  be  used,  where  possible. 

Throughout  the  Draft  Statement  there  has  been  inappropriate  and  unwarranted 
reliance  on  California  Energy  Commission  staff  statements.   In  the  attached,' 
we  have  addressed  the  value  of  the  staff  comments  of  the  CEC  and  PUC  where 
there  has  been  no  official  action  of  either  Commission. 


Nevada  Power  Company,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

Response  88-1 

Refer  to  the  revised  discussion  in  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed 
Project  section  of  Chapter  1  in  the  final  EIS  concerning  these  points. 

Response  88-2 

As  you  have  pointed  out,  dispersion  modeling  to  predict  air  quality 
impacts  has  recognized  uncertainties  and  visibility  modeling  has  additional 
uncertainties  added  to  these.  Uncertainties  have,  however,  been  dealt  with 
before  in  impact  statements.  Although  you  may  feel  (and  perhaps  justifiably 
so)  that  application  of  visibility  modeling  is  not  justified  at  this  tine,  it 
still  remains  that  the  Federal  Land  Manager  (in  this  case,  NPS)  is  mandated 
under  the  Clean  Air  Act  to  make  certain  judgments  in  conjunction  with  EPA 
related  to  potential  effects  on  air  quality  related  values  (including  visi- 
bility). This  must  be  done  using  the  best  available  tools  and  the  present 
state  of  the  art,  recognizing  the  limitations  in  the  decision  process.  One 
of  these  tools  is  visibility  modeling.  To  our  knowledge,  no  visibility  model 
has  been  universally  accepted,  adequately  evaluated,  or  validated.  The  model 
used  by  LASL  has  been  described  in  the  scientific  literature  and  been  sub- 
jected to  peer  review.  As  indicated  in  Appendix  12  of  the  draft  EIS,  Wil- 
liams, Treimin,  Wecksburg,  and  Leonard  have  published  articles  on  the  tech- 
nique in  the  Journal  of  the  Air  Pollution  Control  Association  (1980).  Pro- 
ceedings of  the  Society  of  Photo-Optical  Instrumentation  Engineers  1978,  and 
in  the  Los  Alamos  Scientific  Laboratory  (LASL)  report  LA-8105-HS  in  October 
1979.  The  model  has  also  been  subject  to  further  peer  review  at  a  presenta- 
tion at  the  annual  JAPCA  meeting  in  Houston  in  1979,  and  at  the  APCA  Visi- 
bility Specialists  Conference  in  Denver  in  1980.  The  model  has  been  reviewed 
by  Environmental  Research  and  Technology  (ERT)  in  a  DOE-funded  study  along 
with  the  Systems  Applications,  Inc.  (SAI)  and  DOE  models.  Additional  oppor- 
tunity for  review  will  be  available  at  the  Grand  Canyon  Visibility  Symposium 
in  November  1980.  LASL  has  submitted  the  paper  "Validation  and  Sensitivity 
of  a  Simulated  Photograph  Technique  for  Visibility  Modeling  (Williams,  LoYim 
Chan,  and  Lewis). 

Response  88-3 

As  shown  in  the  Socioeconomics  section  under  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4 
of  the  final  EIS,  the  text  has  been  changed  to  reflect  your  comment. 

Response  88-4 

CPUC  staff  is  preparing  the  technical,  economic,  and  environmental 
reports  as  part  of  the  processing  of  the  application  by  the  California  par- 
ticipants of  the  AWV  project  for  a  Certificate  of  Public  Convenience  and 
Necessity.  The  staff  report  recommendations  will  be  used  by  the  Commission 
as  a  basis  for  answering  the  application.  Because  the  decision  concerning 
the  application  will  not  be  made  by  the  Commission  until  at  least  January  9, 
1981,  the  information  compiled  by  the  staff  is  used  in  the  EIS  as  a  basis  for 
analyzing  the  aspects  concerning  the  participation  of  the  California  util- 
ities. 

The  CEC  is  the  agency  responsible  for  forecasting  energy  demand  in 
California  and  is  also  intervening  in  the  need  portion  of  CPUC's  proceeding 
for  the  licensing  of  the  AWV  project  for  the  California  utilities  (SCE  and 
PG&E).  The  CEC  was  contacted  for  input  in  developing  the  Purpose  and  Need  of 
Proposed  Project  section  of  Chapter  1  in  the  final  EIS.  CEC  is  also  the 
responsible  agency  for  compiling  information  that  is  used  for  the  planning  of 
energy  development  and  allocation  for  the  State  of  California.  Much  of  the 
discussion  in  Alternative  5  in  this  EIS  is  based  on  this  information. 


Kr.  Morgan  Jensen 
Page  two 
August  22,  1980 


Alternatives  2-6  identified  within  the  Draft  Statement  do  not  provide  the 
nei'ied  ener^'  offered  by  the  Energy  System-   The  alternatives,  are  not,  in 
fact,  real  alternatives-   In  addition,  there  has  been  no  economic  feasibility 
discission  or  studies  regarding  the  suggested  alternatives-   The  participating 
utilities  have  the  responsibility  to  provide  reliable  service  to  their 
customers,  therefore,  we  believe  that  the  alternatives  must  provide  the  total 
energy  requirements  as  well  as  having  economic  feasibility. 


Response  88-5 

Alternatives  2  through  5  were  developed  using  a  screening  matrix  (Appen- 
dix 2).  These  alternatives  were  found  to  be  economically  feasible  (within  20 
percent)  according  to  the  matrix  analyses.  For  more  information,  refer  to 
the  discussion  of  energy  needs  in  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project 
section  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS. 
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To  reduce  the  volume  of  coracenta  in  this  submittal,  in  many  instances  a  comment  has 
be-3".  provided  at  a  single  point  on  a  specific  concern.   3y  doing  so  it  is  assumed 
t'-;at  tie  Hjr-i-.  i   would  apply  the  comment  in  all  sections  of  the  Draft  Statement  as 
applicable-   Each  co~i~ent  is  given  in  the  form  of  a  recommended  change  when  applicable 
«rtt*l  supporting  corr^.ent.   Each  specific  comment  is  referenced  to  the  page  and  paragraph 
giviig  rise  to  the  co-ncnt. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  submittal,  please  feel  free  to  contact  me  at 
(702}  333-530-i. 

Sincerely, 


<sU~C(J. 


John  W.  Arlidge 

Manager,  Special  Projects 


/ab 
Attachnent 


cc:  Gary  Wicks,  State  Director,  Utah  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Office 


Add 
<Delete> 


ALLEN-WARDER  VALLEY    ENERGY    SYSTEM 

DRAFT    ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT    STATEMENT 

WRITTEN   COMMENTS 

SPECIFIC   COMMENTS    -    SUMMARY 


Cor-jnent 
Nu.-r.be  r 


-IS 


Page  S-1 ,  Para.  2.   Delete  <"After  initial  operation. . .Nevada  Power  Company 
would  recapture  station  capacity. . .to  supply  their  customers  electric  energy 
needs. ">   Add:   "Initially  Nevada  Power  Company  will  obtain  S%  of  the  output 
trzn    the  Harry  Allen  Station.   However,  thirteen  (13)  years  after  the 
in-service  date  of  the  first  unit  of  the  station  Nevada  Power  Corapany  can 
recapture  station  capacity  fron  Southern  California  Edison  and  Pacific  Gas  and 
Electric  in  annual  increments  to  supply  its  customers'  electrical  energy 
needs.   Thus,  ultimately  100%  of  the  Allen  Station  will  stay  In  the  Southern 
Nevada  area.* 

Conoent:   It  should  be  noted  that  Nevada  Power  Company  will  recapture  power 
from  the  Allen  Station,  only. 


Response  68-6 

ctc  *The  *ntr°dl,ct*on  section  of  the  Summary  has  been  changed  In  the  final 
EIS  to  reflect  your  comment. 


2.    Page  S-4,  Para.  2:   "On  May  21,  1980... would  be  developed". 

Cotnaenti   The  treatment  of  the  CEC  staff  statement  implies  that  the  California 
Energy  Commission  is  required  to  make  a  determination  on  the  need 
for  the  project.   It  is  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission 
which  has  the  legal  responsibility  to  make  this  decision—the 
California  Public  Utilities  Commission  has  already  ruled  (in  the 
AWVES  proceeding)  that  although  they  will  use  the  CEC  forecast  to 


Response  88-7 

Refer  to  Response  88-4  for  a  discussion  concerning  this  utter. 


determine  the  demand  for  energy,  they  will  not  rely  on  the  CEC 
■upply  analysis  in  their  determination  of  need-   This  section  should 
be  rewritten  to  reflect  this. 
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3-    Page  S-4,  Para.  3.   Delete  <**However,  BLM  assessment  indicates  that  St.  George 
would  not  need  the  power  represented  by  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System, 
provided  that  the  existing  purchase  power  contract  with  Utah  Power  &  Light 
Company  would  be  continued  and  addended  to  meet  future  energy  demand** . > 
Comnentt   It  is  interesting  to  note  that  an  order  issued  by  the  Public  Service 
Commission  of  Utah,  dated  June  9,  1980  approving  a  wheeling 
agreement  between  the  City  of  St.  George  and  C.  P.  National 
contained  the  following  information.   "Also,  we  have  previously 
concluded  that  Utah  Power  and  Light  should  not  enter  into  long  term 
power  supply  contracts  for  resale  to  non jurisdictional  customers". 


Response  88-8 

The  discussion  on  energy  needs  is  revised  according  to  updated  informa- 
tion. See  the  Purpose  and  Meed  of  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of 
the  final  EIS.  The  assessment  by  BLM  still  indicates,  however,  that  St. 
George  does  not  need  the  power  represented  by  the  AWV  project. 


In  the  same  order.  Paragraph  1,    "Nothing  contained  in  thi3  report 
and  Order  should  be  construed  as  an  approval  of  any  resale  electric 
service  agreement  which  may  exist  between  Utah  Power  and  Light 
Company  and  the  City  of  St.  George.   Utah  Power  and  Light  Company  is 
not  before  the  Commission  in  this  case.". 


Further,  "The  Commission  retains  jurisdiction  to  direct  termination 
of  the  wheeling  agreement  at  any  time  following  expiration  of  the 
initial  term,  July  1,  1982,  provided*  however,  that  no  such 
termination  shall  be  ordered  except  upon  such  notice  and  hearing. 
Proceedings  for  further  hearings  in  connection  with  the  matter  may 
be  instituted  by  the  Commission  on  its  own  motion;  by  CPHj  by  St. 
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Georgej  or  by  any  other  Interested  party.   Nothing  in  this  Order 
shall  be  construed  as  approval  of  any  resale  electric  service 
agreement  which  may  exist  between  Utah  Power  and  Light  Company  and 
the  City  of  St.  George. 

There  is  sufficient  evidence  to  conclude  there  is  no  long  term  firm 
energy  supply  contract  between  the  City  of  St.  George  and  Utah  Power 
and  Light.   There  is  no  long  term  wheeling  contract  in  evidence 
between  the  City  of  St.  George  and  CP  National  over  whose 
transmission  system  power  purchased  from  Utah  Power  and  Light  must 
be  wheeled.   There  is  no  transmission  capacity  between  Utah  Power 
and  Light  system  and  the  City  of  St.  George  system  to  adequately 
meet  the  present  requirements i  thus,  leaving  no  capacity  for  future 
transmission  requirements  for  the  City  of  St.  George. 


4.   pace  S-4,  Para.  4.   Delete  paragraph  starting  <"Based  on... for  the  year 
1950. ">" 
Comment:   See  comments  above  about  Page  S-4,  Para.  2  and  Para.  3. 


Response  88-9 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Responses  88-4  and  88-8. 


JO 


5.   Page  S-4,  Para.  5.   "Information  developed  by  Centaur  Associates,  Inc. 

(a  BLH  contractor)  indicates  that  the  need  for  a  municipal  water  supply  to 
serve  several  southern  Utah  communities  has  been  met  by  a  separate  water 
development!   The  Snow  Canyon  Project.   There  would,  however,  be  several 
potential  uses  for  the  impounded  water,  such  as  agricultural  or  recreational 

uses. 

Page  1-3,  Para.  5.   "According  to  a  recent  SLM-sponsored  study,  however,  only 

a  small  portion  of  the  proposed  municipal  water  supply  system  would  be  needed 


Response  88-10 

Table  6  (Baseline  Water  Needs  Projections)  of  Appendix  11  has  been 
revised  in  the  final  E1S  to  reflect  changes  in  baseline  population  projec- 
tions. However,  using  a  consumption  rate  of  150  gallons  per  person  per  day 
(equivalent  to  1,800  gallons  per  hookup  per  day),  the  revised  projections 
indicate  that  existing  supplies  of  water  would  not  be  exceeded  within  the 
next  20  years. 


(Socioeconomics,  Centaur  Associates,  Inc.,  1980).   The  study  indicates  that 
with  the  recently  completed  Snow  Canyon  Water  Project  located  northeast  of  St. 
George,  the  fallowing  municipal  water  supply/demand  situation  would  exist  by 
the  year  2020." 

Comment i   The  Centaur  Associates,  Inc.  report  inaccurately  reflects  the 

existing  situation  in  St.  George.   These  sections  should  be  revised 
to  include  information  submitted  by  City  of  St.  George  and 
Washington  County. 
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In  1967  the  City  of  St.  George  developed  a  system  known  as  the 
Gunlock  System  that  made  ava Liable  to  the  area  12  cubic  feet  per 
second  of  water.   By  1979,  this  source  and  other  sources  of 
available  water  had  been  completely  utilized.   Therefore,  at  least 
one  cubic  foot  of  water  per  second  per  year  must  be  developed  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  the  area  municipalities  connected  into  the 
City  of  St.  George  system.   The  Snow  Canyon  Development  provides  6 
c/f/s  of  water  which  will  be  adequate  until  approximately  1985  when 
it  is  planned  to  have  water  available  from  the  Warner  Valley 
Project. 

Since  beginning  the  Warner  Valley  Proposal  in  1973,  all  of  the  water 
that  has  been  developed  la  in  anticipation  that  the  Warner  Valley 
Reservoir  will  make  water  available  in  1985.   Any  other  project  is 
merely  a  stop-gap  to  meet  our  needs  until  that  time. 

Page  S-4,  Para.  8.   Delete  <"Studies  by  Radian  (1980)  indicate  that  emissions 
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While  it  is  true  that  numerical  modeling  using  the  Impact  model  reduced 
the  maximum  24-hour  average  SO,  concentration  at  Paiute  by  a  factor  of  40 
below  CRSTER  values,  and  by  a  factor  of  50  for  maximum  3-hour  concentrations, 
these  factors  are  not  applicable  to  maximum  concentrations  at  the  Valley  of 
Fire.  The  main  reason  that  maximum  short-term  concentrations  were  reduced  so 
greatly  when  using  Impact  was  the  large  distance  (about  100  Km)  between  the 
Harry  Allen  powerplant  and  the  Paiute  Primitive  Area,  which  makes  it  unlikely 
that  the  plume  would  reach  Paiute  except  on  very  infrequent  occasions.  The 
plume  from  the  Harry  Allen  powerplant  would  impact  the  Valley  of  Fire  much 
more  frequently  because  the  distance  is  only  25  km.  The  period  modeled  using 
Impact  had  fairly  high  wind  speeds  (5.1  to  7.8  m/s)  for  the  first  5  hours  of 
plume  transport,  resulting  in  rapid  dispersion.  There  would  in  all  probabil- 
ity be  periods  of  sustained  light  winds  carrying  the  plume  from  the  Harry 
Allen  powerplant  to  the  Valley  of  Fire,  thus  much  less  rapid  dispersion  would 
occur.  Because  CRSTER  indicated  maximum  3-hour  average  concentrations  at  the 
Valley  of  Fire  to  be  a  factor  of  5.2  above  the  Class  I  increment,  and  maximua 
24-hour  concentrations  a  factor  of  3.4  above  the  Class  1  increment,  there  is 
good  reason  to  believe  that  the  numerical  model  impact  would  also  predict 
concentrations  in  excess  of  the  Class  I  increment.  However,  at  the  request 
of  the  State  of  Nevada,  BLH  treats  the  Valley  of  Fire  as  a  Class  II  area  in 
the  final  EIS. 
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from  the  Harry  Allen  power  plant  could  cause  violations  of  Class  I  standards 
In  Nevada's  Valley  of  Fire  State  Park,  a  potential  Class  I  area.") 
Comment:   The  study  by  Radian  was  designed  to  perform  Increasingly  detailed 
analysis  only  as  required  to  show  whether  violations  of  standards 
actually  would  occur.   Whenever  a  simple  calculation  showed  no 
violation,  the  procedure  was  truncated.   In  the  case  of  Harry  Allen 
impact  on  Valley  of  Fire,  Radian  reported,  "when  it  was  learned  that 
the  park  is  no  longer  being  considered  for  redesignation  to  PSD 
Class  I,  the  numerical  modeling  application  was  determined  to  be 
unnecessary,  as  the  most  conservative  modeling  results  are  well 
below  the  allowable  PSD  Class  II  increments."   (Radian,  1980,  page 
32). 

Radian's  results  for  Pauite,  where  the  procedures  were  not 
truncated,  showed  that  the  numerical  modeling  step  reduced  the 
maximum  concentration  estimate  by  a  factor  of  forty  for  the  24-hour 
average  and  by  a  factor  of  fifty  for  the  3-hour  average.   Thus, 
there  is  every  reason  to  believe  that  Radian's  estimate  for  Valley 
of  Fire,  if  pursued  to  the  Class  I  level,  would  have  shown  no 
violation. 

7-    7age  S-5,  Para.  1.   Delete  <"The  National  Park  Service. . .perceivable 

visibility  reductions". > 

Comment:   The  statement  should  be  deleted  entirely  for  reasons  stated  in 

detail  in  comments  on  Pages  4-17  and  4-19,  Figures  4-1  and  4-2.  The 
studies  have  no  scientific  basis,  the  results  have  been  presented  in 
a  misleading  fashion,  and  it  is  therefore  inappropriate  to  include 


Response  88-12 

BLM  agrees  that  the  computer  simulation  does  not  have  the  resolution  of 
a  baseline  photograph.  The  final  EIS  has  been  expanded  to  include  the  base- 
line photograph,  the  computer  simulation  of  the  photograph,  and  the  computer 
simulation  of  potential  plume  impacts  on  visibility. 

The  meteorological  conditions  when  the  photograph  was  taken  are  likely 
to  be  different  from  those  assumed  for  the  visibility  simulation.  However, 
the  sun  angle,  which  was  appropriately  simulated  would  be  expected  to  have  a 
more  significant  effect  on  plume  blight  than  the  use  of  different  base  photo- 
graphs, as  stated  in  Appendix  12.  The  plume  transport  was  considered  under 
isothermal  conditions,  rather  than  highly  stable  conditions.  It  was  assumed 
that  under  stagnation  conditions,  the  plume  could  rise  to  heights  above  the 
terrain  and  then  be  transported  past  the  terrain  to  Zion  National  Park  by 
prevailing  geostrophic  winds.  This  case  was  considered  on  the  basis  of 
similar  cases  observed  near  the  Four  Corners  and  San  Juan  powerplants.  BLM 
does  not  agree  that  a  plant  the  size  of  Warner  Valley  (500  HW)  meeting  the 
NSPS  would  not  produce  a  brown  haze.  A  yellow-brown  haze  from  the  Emery 
powerplant  unit  1  (415  MW)  which  also  must  comply  with  the  NSPS  has  been 
documented.  A  yellow-brown  discoloration  has  also  been  observed  near  the  San 
Juan  powerplant,  with  lower  NO  emissions  (300  HW,  0.45  lb/MBtu)  than  Warner 
Valley  would  have. 

A  discussion  of  the  validation  of  the  model  used  in  this  study  is  given 
in  "Validation  of  a  Simulated  Photographic  Technique  in  Visibility  Modeling" 
by  Williams,  LoYin  Chan,  and  Lewis  submitted  for  presentation  at  the  Canyon- 
lands  Visibility  Symposium,  November  1980.  In  addition,  Appendix  12  has  been 
expanded  to  show  the  comparison  of  a  computer  simulation  of  a  pluae  with  an 
actual  photograph  of  the  plume. 


it  in  the  document.   See  Appendix  1  "Comments  on  the  Air  Quality 
Aspects  of  the  Proposed  Warner  Valley  Generating  Station" ,  by  North 
American  Weather  Consultants,  August,  1980. 
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3.    Pa^e  S-5.  Para.  2.   Delete  entire  paragraph  starting  "Operation  of...". 
Cornrenti   Thi«  paragraph  iB  misleading.   The  Allen-Warner  Valley  Project 
should  have  equal  status  with  other  future  industrial  growth. 

9.    Pa^re  S-5.  Para.  3.   "The  pumping  of  10,000  acrefeet  of  groundwater  per  year 
from  the  Navajo  Sandstone  Formation  near  Alton,  Utah  <could>  might  adversely 
affect  <nearby>  certain  springs." 

Comment:   The  location  of  the  potentially  affected  springs  should  be  more 
clearly  defined.   3ecause  of  the  lack  of  hydrologic  connection 
between  the  Navajo  Sandstone  Formation  and  the  overlaying  alluvial, 
Dakota,  and  Entrada  aquifers,  no  springs  fed  by  these  latter 
formations  would  be  affected  by  the  proposed  pumping.   Within  the 
lease  area  all  existing  springs  originate  from  these  upper  aquifers. 
Thus,  the  nearest  springs  that  could  be  impacted  would  be  those 
located  in  Xanab  Creek  near  Big  Lake,  a  distance  of  nine  miles  from 
the  proposed  well  field. 


Response  88-13 

This  paragraph  does  not  imply  other  industrial  projects  would  be  more 
important  than  the  proposed  AWV  project.  The  paragraph  merely  states  that 
some  PSD  increments  would  be  consumed,  which  would  affect  other  potential 
projects.  It  is  presently  EPA's  policy  to  allocate  PSD  increments  on  a 
first-come,  first-serve  basis. 

Response  88-14 

Your  comment  is  correct  based  on  existing  information.  It  »ust  be 
noted,  however,  that  based  on  distance/drawdown  predictions  of  Cordova  (1980) 
several  springs  in  the  Alton,  Kanab  Creek,  and  Johnson  Mash  area  would  be 
affected  by  long-term,  high  volume  pumping  as  proposed  for  the  coal  slurry- 
line  system.  Refer  to  Ground  Water  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  section,  Alterna- 
tive 1,  Chapter  4,  for  a  discussion  of  recent  studies  and  simulations. 
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10.    Pace  S-5,  Para.  4.   "According  to  a  biological  assessment  prepared  by  BLH,  two 
officially  listed  endangered  plant  species. . .would  be  adversely  affected...." 
Comment:   There  is  no  statement  as  to  the  known  or  unknown  nature  and  extent 
of  the  adverse  impacts  and  possible  mitigation. 


Response  88-15 

Information  on  adverse  effects  to  two  endangered  plant  species  is 
included  in  the  Wildlife:  Species  of  Concern  section  of  Chapter  4  in  the 
final  EIS. 


1C   11.    Page  S-5,  Para.  5. 

16  | 


"Habitat  of  the  officially  listed  endangered  Woundfln 


Response  88-16 

Refer  to  Response  86-10  for  a  discussion  of  this  aatter. 
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Minnow  (Plagopterus  argentissimus)  would  not  be  adversely  affected  by  the 
construction  and  operation  of  the  proposed  Warner  Valley  water  project". 
Cotonent!   At  the  invitation  of  BLM  a  study  group  was  put  together  Including 
representatives  of  BLM,  Utah  Division  of  Wildlife  Resources, 
consultant  of  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Resources,  and  the  staff  and 
consultants  of  Vaughn  Hansen  and  Associates. 

This  study  analyzed  the  habitat  of  the  fish  during  the  dryest  year 
of  recorded  history  (1977).   The  report  refutes  the  biological 
opinion  of  April  3,  1978  and  establishes  the  Inadequacy  of  the 
opinion  to  properly  assess  the  Woundfin  Minnow  question. 

The  Vaughn  Hansen  report  should  be  more  fully  utilized  in  the 
preparation  of  the  EIS.   The  Warner  Valley  Reservoir  Proposal  was 
designed  to  adequately  protect  the  habitat  and,  in  fact.  Improve  the 
habitat  of  the  Woundfin  Minnow. 
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12.   Page  S-7,  Para.  1.   "...th«  proposed  Warner  Valley  Reservoir  project  would 
adversely  affect  the  roundtail  chub..." 

Comment:   There  Is  no  statement  Indicating  the  exact  nature  and  extent  of  this 
impact  and  possible  mitigation. 


Response  88-17  .  ., 

According  to  the  BLM  biological  assessment,  the  Virgin  River  roundtail 
chub  requires  deep  pools  which  are  frequently  scoured.  With  the  implementa- 
tion of  Alternative  1,  these  pools  would  become  filled  with  sediment,  which 
would  greatly  reduce  their  preferred  habitat.  The  flow  requirements  for  the 
Virgin  River  roundtail  chub  have  not  been  well  defined,  however,  the  impacts 
to  this  species  are  expected  to  be  similar  to  those  of  the  woundfin  minnow. 
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13.  Page  3-7,  Para.  2*  Delete  <"BLM  in  cooperation.  .  .would  be  adversely  affected 
by  the  proposed  project.  This  property  is  the  Hurricane  Canal  and  Diversion. 
The  Honeymoon  Trail. . .would  also  be  affected. "> 

Caraent!   Specific  measures  have  been  taken  to  prevent  any  damage  to  these 
historic  properties.   The  route  of  this  pipeline  was  specifically 


Response  88-18 

Refer  to  Response  86-8  for  a  discussion  on  the  Hurricane  Canal  and 
Diversion.  The  Summary  has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  indicate  that 
the  physical  remains  of  the  Honeymoon  Trail  would  not  be  impacted,  but  the 
landscape  adjacent  to  the  trail  would  be  scarred. 


chosen  to  prevent  disturbance  of  the  trail. 
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~14.   Pa-,e  s-7,  Para.  5.   ■■..potential  modification  of  the  California  Desert 

conservation  Area  Plan,  depending  on  the  final  version  to  be  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  Interior,  in  regard  to  the  proposed  electrical  transmission 
lines;" 


Response  88-19 

The    Summary    of    the    final    EIS    reflects    information    contained    in    the 
California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Final  Environmental   Impact  Statement  and 

1'roposecTT'lan, 
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,5.   Paae  S-7,  Para.  5.   "The  500  kv  transmission  lines  proposed  for  construction 
in  Southern  California  <would>  may.  pass  through  portions  of  wilderness  Study 

Areas". 

Comrent.   The  potential  crossing  of  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (WSA)  depend,  on 
final  route  alignment  and  choice  of  alternate.   (WSA's  may  be 
avoided  by  the  1-15  and  Highway  66  alternatives.) 

Page  S-7,  Para.  6.   Delete  <".. .Which  would  provide  an  impetus  for  future.. 

■ . growth. "> 

Coraent:  The  water  project  is  a  development  to  fulfill  existing  water 

requirements  and  future  water  requirements  as  forecasted  due  to 
population  growth.   No  part  of  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System 
is  designed  or  planned  to  provide  any  impetus  to  future  growth. 


Response  88-20 

Each  of  the  western  transmission  system  alternatives  with  the  exception 
of  the  1-15  alternative,  would  pass  through  Wilderness  Study  Areas  in  south- 
ern California  as  presently  routed.  The  Summary  is  modified  in  the  final  EIS 
to  indicate  this  exception. 


Response  88-21 

The  Summary  is  changed  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  your  comment. 
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17.    Page  S-9,  Para.  1.   Delete  the  paragraph.   Add:   "Substantial  changes  to 
existing  lifestyle,  tax  base  and  socioeconomic  bases  of  Kane  County,  Utah 
would  occur  as  the  result  of  the  project  developments.   The  Increase  in 
population  resulting  from  the  project  in  Washington  County,  Utah  and  Clark 


Response  88-22 

Analysis  of  available  information,  including  that  provided  by  the  pro- 
ject proponents,  does  not  indicate  that  the  paragraph  cited  is  in  error. 


County,  Nevadaf  should  have  relatively  little  adverse  Impact  on  the 
communities.   However,  the  Increased  tax  base  could  be  extremely  beneficial. 
Costnent :   The  justification  for  this  comment  is  contained  in  project 

consultant  reports  previously  submitted  by  the  applicants  and  Five 
County  Association  of  Governments  of  Southern  Utah  reports  which  the 
Bureau  participated  in  preparing. 
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18.    Page  S-3 ,  Para.  3.   Delete.   Add:   "Washington  County.   Since  high  population 
growth  rates  already  exist  in  the  developed  areas  of  Washington  County  and 
since  there  is  a  growing  diversity  in  employment  and  business  activity,  this 
alternative  would  not  generate  significant  adverse  impact  on  existing  trends. 
The  increased  tax  base  could  be  extremely  beneficial. " 
Concent:   The  justification  for  this  comment  is  contained  in  project 

consultant  reports  and  Five  County  Association  of  Governments  of 
Southern  Utah  reports,  as  indicated  in  the  previous  comment. 


Response  88-23 

There  Is  no  indication  from   the  analysis  of  available  information  that 
the  paragraph  cited  Is  in  error. 
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19.    Page  S- 1 1 ,  Para.  I.   "The  pumping  of  7,800  acrefeet  of  groundwater  per  year 
from  the  Navajo  Sandstone  Formation  near  Alton,  Utah  could  adversely  affect 
nearby  springs". 
Comment:   See  previous  comment  about  Page  S-5,  Para*  3. 


Response  88-24 

Refer  to  Response 
springs. 


-14  concerning  the  effect  of  ground  water  pumping  on 
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20.    Pace  S-11,  Para.  3.    "Delete  the  paragraph  starting  <HBLM  ..."> 

Comment:   The  pipeline  is  routed  well  away  from  the  trail  to  assure  no 
impact. 


r 


Page  S-12.  Para.  4.   Delete  <"... which  would  provide  an  impetus  for. 
. . growth. ■> 


Response  88-25 

The  slurryline  would  be  routed  1,500  to  4,000  feet  north  of  where  the 
Honeymoon  Trail  descends  the  Hurricane  Cliffs.  Pipeline  construction  would 
scar  the  landscape  adjacent  to  portions  of  the  Honeymoon  Trail,  but  not  ham 
the  physical  remains  of  the  trail.  The  Summary  is  revised  in  the  final  EIS 
to  clarify  the  impact. 


Response  88-26 

The  Summary  is  modified  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  your 


nt. 
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Comment:   See  previouo  comment  about  Page  S-7,  Para.  6. 

22.    Page  S-14,  Para.  2.   Delete  and  add  revision  suggested  above  for  Page  S-8, 
Para.  3. 

Consent:   The  alternative  250  megawatt  power  plant  discussed  In  Alternative  3, 
will  not  require  substantially  fewer  employees  than  Alternative  1. 


Response  88-27 

This  concern  Is  addressed  1n  Response  88-22. 
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23.  Page  S-14,  Para.  4. 

Comae nt:   It  should  be  noted  that  approximately  125,000  truck  trips  would  be 
required  annually  Cor  this  alternative. 

24.  Page  3-15,  ?ara.  5. 

Comment :   The  estimated  displacement  of  176  HW  of  peak  energy  requirements 
stated  in  the  draft  la  inaccurate.   It  must  be  noted  that  the 
Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  is  a  baseload  energy  system  that 
must  be  correlated  to  baseload  needs  of  the  community.   Nevada  Power 
Company  residential  customers  have  demonstrated  a  reduction  in 
energy  use  in  excess  of  23%  over  the  last  6  1/2  years.   Nevada 
Power  Company  forecasted  requirements  have  considered  the  past 
conservation  efforts  of  its  customers  and  increasing  conservation 

efforts  in  the  future  by  those  same  customers.   The  basis  for 
Alternative  5  within  the  Nevada  Power  Company  system  as  cited  in  the 
draft  is  unclear.   However,  it  is  understood  that  all  conservation 
for  Nevada  Power  Company  and  the  City  of  St.  George  was  derived  from 
the  Centaur  Associates  Report  entitled  Energy  Conservation 
Alternatives  for  Allen-Warner  Valley  Project.   Nevada  Power  and  the 
City  of  St.  George  have  indicated  before  that  the  Centaur  Report  is 


Response  88-28 

Approximately  40,040  round  trips  would  be  required  annually  under  this 
alternative.  For  detailed  information,  refer  to  the  Summary,  Coal  Transport 
System  section  under  Alternative  3  in  Chapter  2,  and  the  Alton  Coal  Lease 
Area  section  under  Land  Use,  Land  Use  Plans  and  Controls  section  under  Alter- 
native 3  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 


Response  88-29 

The  analysis  of  Alternative  5  in  the  EIS  is  based  on  a  realistic  sce- 
nario of  energy  conservation  and  the  development  of  alternative  (nonconven- 
tional)  energy  sources.  The  actual  amount  of  electricity  that  would  be  saved 
or  displaced  would  depend  on  a  variety  of  factors,  including  the  residential/ 
industrial  mix  of  a  community  and  the  rate  of  population  increase.  The 
implementation  of  Alternative  5  would  reduce  consumption  and  therefore  the 
need  for  additional  electrical  generating  capacity. 

In  the  analysis  of  Alternative  5  for  the  service  areas  of  NPC  and  the 
city  of  St.  George,  it  was  found  that  these  communities  could  implement  a 
much  broader  and  more  comprehensive  system  of  conservation  than  they  are  at 
present. 


I 


not  correct  and  therefore  should  not  be  used. 
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25.    Page  S-15,  Para.  6.   "The  application  of  this  alternative. .. in  1991". 

Cocnent:   The  analysis  of  Alternative  5  which  developed  the  amount  of  3,059  HW 
and  1,108  MW  surplus  is  not  detailed  in  this  document.   To  the 
extent  that  the  analysis  is  described,  it  appears  to  be  based  on 
preliminary  estimates  of  resource  potentials  provided  to  3LM  through 
personal  communications  and  draft  staff  documents  of  the  California 
regulatory  agencies.   The  entire  analysis  is  inadequate,  and  should 
be  revised  or  deleted. 


Response  88-30 

The  analysis  of  Alternative  5  is  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  incorporate 
the  most  recent  information  supplied  by  CPUC  and  CEC.  This  information  is 
further  based  on  updated  resource  plans  submitted  by  SCE  and  PG&E  during  CPUC 
proceedings  on  the  AWV  project.- 


Ul 

0% 
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26.    Pace  S-15,  Para.  6*   "These  surpluses ...  In  California  service  area". 

Comment:   This  statement  ignores  the  significant  contribution  of  cogeneration 
in  the  analysis  of  Alternative  5,  as  shown  in  Table  2-15  and  2-1G 
and  should  be  revised.   This  cogeneration  would  likely  be  largely 
oil-and  gas-fired,  and  would  add  to  the  total  of  oil-fired  capacity. 


Response  88-31 

The  energy  efficiency  of  congenerative  energy  sources  is  much  higher 
than  that  of  conventional  energy  sources  (direct  oil  and  gas-fired  power- 
plants).  Even  when  these  cogeneration  systems  (bottoming  cycling  generators) 
use  oil  and  natural  gas,  the  end  result  is  more  energy  for  less  gas  and  oil, 
resulting  in  a  net  savings  or  displacement  of  these  fossil  fuels  over  a 
system  of  conventional  design. 


32 
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27.    Page  S-15,  Para.  6.   Delete  <"The  reduction  in  total. . .costs  to  consumers". > 
Conoenti   This  statement  is  unsubstantiated,  and  is  an  oversimplification. 
The  means  by  which  the  BLM  proposes  to  reduce  total  energy 
consumption,  (i.e.,  solar  devices  and  other  alternative 
technologies)  are  projected  to  be  more  expensive  to  the  consumer 
than  traditional  generation  methods. 

29.    Pace  S-15.  Para.  1.   Add  at  end  of  first  paragraph  the  following:   "As  the 
details  of  the  alternative  source,  such  as  specific  type,  size  and  location 
have  not  been  defined,  it  has  not  been  possible  to  estimate  the  magnitude  of 


Response  88-32 

The  initial  or  capital  costs  of  installing  nonconventional  energy  sys- 
tems is  higher  than  those  of  conventional  sources,  (e.g.,  cost  per  consumer 
or  household),  but  the  system  is  more  quickly  amortized  because  of  the  sav- 
ings in  the  cost  of  energy  (i.e.,  compared  to  conventional  energy  costs), 
resulting  in  a  net  savings  to  the  consumer  over  the  long  term. 

With  the  price  of  fossil  fuels  continually  escalating,  and  in  light  of 
the  tax  credits  from  both  State  and  Federal  governments,  the  cost  of  alterna- 
tive systems,  insulation,  etc.,  is  more  cost-competitive  than  ever  before. 
For  more  information  see  the  Existing  Legislation  and  Incentives  Favoring 
Conservation  and  the  Development  of  Alternative  Resources  section  in  Chapter 
3  of  the  final  EIS. 


Response  88-33 

The  discussions  concerning  impacts  that  would  occur  with  the  iapleoenta- 
tion  of  Alternative  5  are  expanded  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 


inevitable  impacts.   Such  Impacts  would,  of  necessity,  occur  In  air. 


quality  and  land  use  as 


»,U  as  in  all  of  the  other  categories. 


Consent-.   *»  »hown.  for  example,  in  the  Cumulative  Summary  Table  2-20,  and  as 
discussed  in  pages  4-147  and  4-148,  these  factors  have  not  been 
evaluated. 
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~29.        Page  S-16,  Para.  2.   Delete  paragraph  beginning  <"It  would  be  probable. .. "> 
Cogent:   This  paragraph  is  misleading  In  that  it  implies  that  "California 
Coal-  or  other  alternative  energy  sources  could  be  made  available 
within  the  same  time  frame  as  AWES  with  intensified  efforts  on  the 
part  of  utilities.   These  major  energy  developments  cannot  be  made 
available  in  the  same  time  frame.   A  substantial  increase  in  oil 
consumption  and  reduced  reserve  margins  would  occur  in  those  years 
when  -California  Coal"  or  other  alternatives  are  not  available  to 
■make  up  the  difference".  If  AWVES  is  not  constructed. 


Response  88-34 

The  analysis  of  Alternative  6  is  expanded  in  order  to  better  address  the 
impacts  of  No  Action.   Refer  to  Alternative  5  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 


;« 


Page  S-16,  Para.  3.   Add:  "The  impact  of  this  alternative  has  been  estimated 
only  in  the  narrowest  sense,  namely  that  "no  project-  means  'no  Impact- . 
However,  it  is  recognized  that  there  may  well  be  significant  Impacts  in  other 
places  or  in  the  same  place  at  later  times." 

Comnent:   Although  the  Summary  Table  2-20  shows  "no  impact",  impacts,  while 
difficult  to  analyze,  will  occur  and  should  be  addressed. 


Response  88-35  . 

The  discussion  on  the  impacts  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  (Alternative 
6)  is  revised  in  Chapter  4  and  in  Chapter  2  of  the  final  EIS.  The  discussion 
of  impacts  is  expanded  for  a  more  accurate  representation  of  what  would 
happen  in  case  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  be  selected. 
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Page  S-18,  Para.  1.   Delete  <"Cultural  Values.   BLH  and... of  an  alternative.") 
Cogent:   Washington  County  Water  Conservancy  District  consultants  have  stated 

many  times  that  the  existing  remnants  of  the  original  Hurricane 

Diversion  Dan  would  not  be  destroyed. 


Response  88-36 

Refer  to  Response  86-8  for  a  discussion  of  this  concern. 
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32.    gaa«  S-18,  Para.  4.   Delete  paragraph  beginning  <"land  Use  Conflicts  with 

Transmission  Lines. . . "> 

Connent:   The  common  corridor  concept  for  transmission  systems  i,  one  which 

localizes  and  thereby  minimizes  environmental  impacts.   The  concept 
1.  advocated  by  the  BLH  and  Forest  Service  and  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act.   Thi.  1«  not  a  "land  use  conflict". 


Response  88-37 

Conflicts  would  arise  in  the  routing  of  future  transmission  lines  or 
pipelines  because  space  would  not  be  available  within  the  sane  or  adjacent 
corridors. 


30 


33.    Page  1-1. 

Coc,.nt:   The  Table  should  show  the  "Initial  Capacity  Entitlement  for  Edison 

in  Harry  Mien  as  46*. 


Response  88-38 

The  table  of  concern  is  changed  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  your  comment. 


CO 


34. 
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Page  1-2.  Para.  2. 

Comment:   The  ten.  "independent  verifications"  as  used  here  and  in  Page  1-3, 
Para.  3  Is  left  undefined,  and  appears  to  be  used  loosely.   For  the 
California  utilities,  this  verification  appears  to  consist  of  a 
letter  and  a  personal  communication  with  staff  of  California 
regulatory  commissions.   The  EIS  correctly  states  that  neither 
commission  has  made  a  decision  on  the  need  for  AWVES,  but  goes  on  to 
conclude  that  only  a  portion  of  the  project  will  be  needed  by  1990. 
Th.  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  will  decide  the  question 
of  need  for  the  Project  in  California. 


Response  88-39 

See  the  revised  discussion  of  energy  needs  in  the  Purpose  and  Need  of 
Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS,  which  includes  the 
most  recent  information  provided  by  CPUC  and  CEC. 


id 


3S.    Page  1-2,  Para.  2.   "Th.  year  1990... for  thi.  date". 

Cogent,   It  i.  explained  on  page  2-42  of  th.  EIS  that  1990  -a.  cho.en  for  St. 
George  and  MPC,  and  1991  was  used  for  PGandZ  and  SCE. 


Response  88-40 

See  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the 
final  EIS.  The  text  is  revised  to  reflect  the  consent. 


13 
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36.    Page  1-2,  Para.  5.   Delete  subparagraph  B. 

Corricnt :   The  California  Energy  Commission  has  no  control  or  jurisdiction 

which  would  allow  them  to  dictate  to  the  State  of  Utah  or  the  State 
of  Nevada  the  necessity  for  use  of  the  generation  plant  site  nor  do 
they  have  any  control  or  jurisdiction  over  fulfilling  the  needs  of 
electric  utility  customers  in  Southern  Utah  or  Southern  Nevada. 
Such  a  statement,  if  made  by  the  California  Energy  Commission, 
should  certainly  not  be  given  credit  by  an  agency  of  the  federal 
government.   We  suggest  this  entire  section  be  revised  to  assure 
that  California  agencies  speak  only  to  matters  within  California. 

Further,  although  Subparagraph  B  was  included  in  the  CEC  staff 
proposal  of  4/25/80,  the  CEC  has  since  directed  that  this  statement 
and  associated  discussion  be  removed  from  the  staff  testimony  In 
the  CPUC  AWVES  proceeding,  because  staff  was  judged  by  CEC  to  be 
unqualified  to  evaluate  site-specific  project  impacts*   (Testimony 
of  David  Marcus,  AWVES  CPUC  proceedings*) 


Response  88-41 

The  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  is  revised 
in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  your  consent. 
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37.   Page  1-3,  Para.  1.   Delete  <"A  final  determination. . .preferred  alternative". > 
Comment:   This  statement  is  misleading*   It  implies  that  the  CEC  is  required 

to  make  a  determination  on  the  need  for  the  project.   It  is  the  CPUC 
which  has  the  legal  responsibility  to  make  this  decision— the  CEC 
will  make  a  recommendation  as  an  intervenor  in  the  CPUC  hearings* 
The  CPUC  has  already  ruled  (in  the  AWVES  proceeding)  that  although 
they  will  use  the  CEC  forecast  to  determine  the  demand  for  energy, 
they  will  not  rely  on  the  CEC  supply  analysis  in  their  determination 
of  need.  The  CEC  role  in  the  CPUC  decision  is  overstated. 


Response  88-42 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Response  88-4  and  the  revised  discussion  in 
the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final 
EIS.  CEC  is  an  intervenor  in  the  CPUC  proceedings  in  the  determination  of 
the  energy  demand  of  the  California  utilities 
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38.    Page  1-3,  Para.  3.   DeUte  <"In  Summary ..  .by  the  year  1990. ">   Change  second 
sentence  to  r«ad  "A  complete  evaluation  of  California's  need  for  power  from 
AWVES  nust  await  a  decision  on  the  SCE  and  PGandE's  application  before  the 
CP'JC  for  a  Certificate  of  Public  Convenience  and  Necessity. "" 
Comj.ent:   See  comments  about  Page  1-2,  Para.  5. 


Response  88-43 

See  the  revised  discussion  on  energy  needs  in  the  Purpose  and  Need  of 
Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS.  Input  concerning 
these  energy  needs  is  obtained  from  CPUC  (Draft  EIR ,  1980;  Staff  Reports, 
1980)  and  CEC  (Biennial  Report.  1979;  Staff  Reports,  1980). 
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Page  1-3,  Para.  4. 

Cosnent :      The  referenced  letter  from  the  Utah  Division  of  Health  should  be 

included  in  the  appendix  to  the  document.   We  understand  the  state 

standard  for  all  usee  i»  1600  gallons  per  day  per  connection. 

Including  the  letter  would  assist  in  clarifying  the  statements  made 

in  this  paragraph. 

Page  1-3,  Para.  5. 

Cora-sent:      See   comment   about   Page   S-4,    Para.    5. 


Response  88-44  , 

See  the  revised  discussion  of  water  needs  in  the  Purpose  and  Need  of 
Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS.  This  section  is 
updated  with  information  provided  by  the  State  of  Utah  Division  of  Health. 


Response  88-45 

The  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  of  Chapter  1  and  table 
6  of  Appendix  11  have  been  revised  as  shown  in  the  final  EIS. 
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41.    Page  1-6,  Para.  1.   "The  applicants  believe  that  the  <expense>   cost,  both 
financial  and  environmental  of  building  a  railroad. . •"• 

Conr.ent:   Applicants'  evaluation  included  both  financial  and  environmental 
considerations.   Those  evaluations  were  submitted  in  the  Allen- 
Warner  Valley  Energy  System  Assessment  Report. 


Response  88-46 

The  text  has  been  Modified  to  reflect  this  concern. 
Chapter  1,  Scoping  Process. 


Please  refer  to 
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Page  1-6,  Para.  5.   Delete  <"The  impact  analyses,  however,  were  not  based  on  a 
aine  plan,  and  are  therefore  not  complete. "> 

Comment;   The  paragraph  containing  this  statement  touches  on  previous  impact 
analyses  of  development  on  the  Alton  Leasehold.   This  sentence 


Response  88-47 

To  reflect  your  comment,  this  sentence  is  not  included  in  the  final  EIS. 


concludes  that  these  analyses  were  not  based  on  a  mine  plan  and  are 
therefore  not  complete.   We  do  not  agree  with  such  a  conclusion. 
He  find  nothing  in  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969, 
nothing  in  the  Council  of  Environmental  Quality  Regulations  and 
nothing  In  the  Department  of  Interior  Regulations  that  require 
submittal  of  a  mine  plan  (presumably  as  contemplated  by  30  CFR  211 
or  30  CFR  700)  as  a  basis  to  write  a  "complete"  environmental  impact 
statement.   We  agree  fully  that  upon  submittal  the  mine  plan  would 
be  examined  to  determine  how  closely  it  parallels  the  proposed 
action  of  the  E1S.   If  the  mine  plan  is  substantially  the  same  the 
EI3  should  be  found  to  be  adequate  for  that  plan  of  action. 


Os 
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Page  1-8,  Para.  1.   Delete  <*The  information  to  be  provided. . -for  the 

California  utilities".) 

Comment i   The  California  Environmental  Impact  Report,  which  was  available  July 
31,  1980,  does  provide  more  information  on  alternative  technologies 
than  the  EIS.   It  presents  no  conclusions  or  recommendations, 
however,  and  cannot  be  used  as  "the"  analysis  of  Alternative  5.   Its 
use  should  be  clarified.   Note  that  the  language  "will  be  used  in 
the  analysis  on  Page  2-45,  Para.  5  is  inconsistent  with  "will  be 
used  as  the  analysis"  as  stated  on  Page  1-B.   This  difference  is 
significant. 


Response  88-48 

Refer  to  Response  88-29  for  a  discussion  of  this  Batter. 
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««.  Page  1-8,  Para.  2.  Delete  <"BU4  ...  is  studying  the  feasibility  of  placement 
of  a  coal  transportation  system  ...  to  the  Southern  Utah  coal  fields.  Should 
such  a  system  be  implemented,  the  construction  of  a  railroad  connecting  the 


Response  88-49 

Your  concern  Is  addressed  In  Response  12-5. 
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Warner  Valley  power  plant  would  be  mora  feasible". > 

Comment i   The  mere  study  of  feasibility  transportation  systems  by  federal  and 
State  agencies  is  not  a  project-   Studies  have  shown  that  should  a 
feasible  railroad  route  between  Southern  Utah  coal  and  existing 
railroad  facilities  be  found  it  would  not  pass  near  the  Warner 
Valley  site.   Also,  industrial  studies  of  alternative  systems, 
including  railroad,  show  that  railroad's  availability  to  coal  within 
the  Southern  Utah  area  would  require  a  minimum  production  of 
30,000,000  tons  annually.   Construction  of  such  a  facility  could  not 
begin  prior  to  the  early  1990's.   Therefore,  railroad  transportation 
could  not  be  available  to  the  Alton  Coal  field  in  time  for  thie 
project. 

45-    Page  1-8,  Para.  5.   Delete  paragraph  beginning  <"SCE  and  PGandE--."> 

Comment;   The  power  plants  proposed  by  both  Southern  California  Edison  and 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  are  not  interrelated  but  are  in  addition  to 
the  need  for  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System.   Furthermore, 
these  projects  are  scheduled  for  operation  after  Allan  and  Warner. 


Response  88-50 

These  proposed  energy  projects  are  analyzed  further  in  the  revised 
Impact  analysis  of  Alternative  6  (No  Action)  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EI5. 
These  projects  are  considered  interrelated  to  the  AWV  project  as  part  of  the 
resource  plans  of  these  utilities.  The  projects  would  represent  additional 
coal-fired  capacity  which  could  have  an  impact  on  the  AWV  project. 


SPECIFIC  COMMENTS  -  CHAPTER  2 
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46.    Page  2-1,  Para.  2.   "Projected  Ufa  would  be  40  years,  except  for  the  water 
reservoir  project  which  will  have  a  life  of  greater  than  100  years". 
Coonent!   The  anticipated  life  of  the  Washington  County  Water  Conservancy 
District  Reservoir  Is  one  hundred  (100)  years  plus. 


P 


47.    Page  2-2,  Table  2-1.   Under  title  "Manpower"  delete  <days>.   Under  Input  and 


Response  88-51 

The  text  is  revised  to  reflect  the  comment.  See  the  Applicants'  Pro- 
posed Action  section  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  2  in  the  final  EIS. 


Response  88-52 

Table  2-1  is  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  your  concern. 
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mmm 


Output  titles  "Electricity"  change  MM  to  MWH  and  change  24.6  to  590.4),  25.4 
to  647.2;  0.7  to  16.8;  350  to  8,400i  and  1,400  to  33,600  respectively.   The 
footnote  source  should  read  "Compiled  based  on  information  submitted  by  Nevada 
Power  Company,  etc."  Add  to  footnote  fi   "However,  emission  estimates  are  for 
full-power  operation". 
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Page  2-3,  Table  2-2. 

Comment:   The  percent  of  total  acreage  by  land  ownership  figures  for  the  coal 

preparation  plant  do  not  add  up  to  100.   Should  state  ownership  be 

10.0  rather  than  0.07 


Response  88-53 

Table  2-2  in  the  final  EIS  is  corrected  to  reflect  your  comment. 
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49.    Page  2-6,  Figure  2-3.   "Layout  of  Alton  Coal  Preparation  Plant." 

Comment:   This  particular  layout  is  no  longer  correct.   At  this  time  plans  do 
not  call  for  a  road  on  Bald  Knoll.   The  actual  layout  is  currently 
being  updated. 


Response  88-54 

The  EIS  is  based  on  the  most  recent  available  information  provided  by 
the  applicants.  At  the  time  the  final  EIS  was  prepared,  no  new  information 
concerning  the  proposed  coal  preparation  plant  had  been  received.  The  impact 
analysis  is  therefore  based  on  information  that  was  in  hand  at  the  tine  of 
printing. 
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SO.   Page  2-7,  Figure  2-4.   "Proposed  Coal  Preparation  Plant,  Well  Site  Locations, 
and  Related  Facilities". 
Comment i   See  comment  about  Page  2-6,  Figure  2-3.   The  well  site  locations  are 

no  longer  correct.   Current  hydrologlc  studies  will  determine  actual 

locations. 


[51.    Page  2-21 
<two>  one 

■r 


■Eldorado-Lugo  ...(which  includes  <one>  two  220  kv  lines,  and 
500  lev  line)..." 


Page  2-23,  Table  2-5.   Footnote  source  should  read:   "Calculated  from 
information  supplied  by  Nevada  Power  Company  in  1975  on  Alternative  1".   Add 


Response  88-55 

To  reflect  your  comment,  the  figure  referred  to  is  not  included  in  the 
final  EIS. 


Response  88-56 

th»  fl^i  E'eccV1cal  Transmission  System  section  of  Chapter  2  is  changed  in 
the  final  EIS  to  reflect  this  comment.  H 


Response  88-57 

Table  2-5  is  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  your  cowsant. 


to  footnote  es   -However,  emission  estimates  are  for  full-power  operation*. 

Concent ■   In  all  discussions  of  Alternatives  2  through  5,  It  should  be  noted 
that  the  basis  for  all  data  given  are  form  calculations  by  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  based  on  information  provided  that  agency 
by  Nevada  Power  Company  on  Alternative  1. 
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53.    Page  2-2<.  Table  2-6. 

Comment:   Land  ownership  for  the  1-15  alternate  should  bei   68  percent  public, 
2  percent  state  and  30  percent  private. 


Response  88-58 

Table  2-6  is  changed  In  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  this  comment. 
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54.   Page  2-25.  Para.  1.   "Coarse  wastes  from  the  coal  washing  operation  would  be 

trucked  back  to  mlned-out  areas  for  disposal  <or>  while  fine  wastes  are  placed 
in  a  50-acre  tailings  pond  located  within  the  coal  preparation  plant  area 
(Figure  2-3)". 
eocoanti   The  final  EIS  should  contain  a  clarification  of  this  statement. 

Coarse  wastes  from  the  coal  washing  operation  will  be  trucked  back 
to  mined-out  area*  for  disposal,   rlne  tailing*  will  be  placed  In 
the  50-acre  settling  pond. 


Response  88-59 

The  text  of  the  final  EIS  is  revised  to  reflect  the  coanent.  See  the 
Coal  Preparation  Plant  section  of  the  description  of  Alternative  1  in  Chapter 
2. 


eo 
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55.  Page  2-28,  Alternative  3. 

Cocment:  The  economic  and  environmental  feasibility  of  providing  water  for 
cooling  of  the  half-sired  power  plants  has  not  been  evaluated. 

56.  Paae  2-29,  Table  2-8,  footnote  g,  and  Page  2-37,  Table  2-12.  footnote  «■   Add 
■However,  emission  estimates  are  for  full-power  operation.* 

Concent!  The  emission  values  have  not  been  corroborated  by  BACT  determination 
nor  by  the  Project  Participants".   Apparently  the  emissions  for  this 


Response  88-60 

The  analysis  in  the  EIS  assumes  that  cooling  Mater  would  come  from  the 
proposed  Warner  Valley  water  project.  Because  the  water  project  is  proposed 
primarily  for  culinary  and  industrial  uses,  the  sale  of  water  for  additional 
uses  (i.e.,  powerplant  cooling  water)  would  make  the  implementation  of  the 
water  project  more  economically  feasible.  The  environmental  feasibility  is 
discussed  in  the  impact  analyses  of  the  Warner  Valley  water  project  under 
Alternative  3  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 

Response  88-61 

We  have  added  "Emission  rates  are  based  on  maximum  operating  capacity" 
to  tables  2-8  and  2-12.  Because  BACT  has  not  been  determined  for  the  Harry 
Allen  powerplant,  BACT  determined  for  the  Warner  Valley  powerplant  was 
assumed  for  Harry  Allen.  Emission  rates  for  southwestern  Wyoming  coal  and 
central  Utah  coal  were  then  ratioed  using  the  following  data  as  indicated  on 
page  4-91  of  the  draft  EIS  to  approximate  Impacts: 
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different  size,  different  coal  Alternative  have  been  estimated  using 
certain  unstated  and  untested  assumptions-   It  is  not  clear  that 
these  are  correct,  and  a  preliminary  review  shows  that  some  of  these 
values  are  too  low. 


Btu  per  pound 
Percent  sulfur 
Percent  ash 


Alton 

8,897 
0.86 
7.19 


Central  Utah    Southwestern  Wyoming 


12,600 
0.45 
6.5 


9,827 
0.54 
7.38 


A  copy  of  the  report  detailing  the  assumptions  and  calculations  itade  by 
BLH  appears  in  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  project  air  quality  files  at  the  BLM 
Cedar  City  District  Office. 
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57.    Page  2-30,  Table  2-9. 

Comment:   Change  the  reference  source  as  indicated  for  Table  2-1.   Also,  see 
comment  on  Table  2-6. 


Response  88-62 

Table  2-9  is  changed  In  the  final  JEIS  to  reflect  this  consent. 


ON 
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58.    Page  2-31,  Para.  1. 

Cogrtent;   The  evaluation  of  truck  haulage  discussed  in  paragraph  1  fails  to 
realize  that  there  would  have  to  be  return  trips  of  the  trucks. 
There  will  be  308  daily  truck  trips  based  on  the  information 
supplied  in  the  Draft.   Wa  also  wish  to  comment  that  the  evaluation 
of  this  alternative  fails  to  assess  the  additional  growth, 
construction,  etc.,  that  would  be  required  for  the  alternative.   In 
so  doing  it  fails  to  assess  the  total  implications  of  additional 
water,  steel,  fuel  oil,  energy,  etc.,  required  and  the  economic 
feasibility  of  such  an  alternative. 


Response  88-63 

Your  concerns  are  recognized  In  the  revised  Alternative  3  impacts  anal- 
ysis of  Chapter  4  1n  the  final  EIS. 


G4 
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59.   Page  2-35,  Para.  4.   Delete  <"Two  air  strips  (one  each. . .powerplants) .  and"> 
Comment i   The  air  strips  were  mainly  designed  into  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy 
System  for  the  pipeline. 


[60. 


Page  2-36,  Table  2-11.   Change  the  reference  source  as  previously  indicated 
for  Page  2-2,  Table  2-1. 


Response  88-64 

This  statement  indicates  the  location  of  the  airstrips,  not  the  purpose. 
These  locations  were  specified  by  the  applicants  in  Allen-Warner  Valley 
Energy  System  Environmental  Assessment.  Vol.  2,  page  1.2-11  (NPC,  1975). 


Response  88-65 

Table  2-11  is  changed  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  this  consent. 


6U   Page  2-37 ,  Table  2-12.   change  the  reference  source  as  previously  Indicated 
for  Page  2-2,  Table  2-1.   Also,  add  the  comment  from  Page  2-29,  Table  2-8, 
footnote  g. 

Comenti  we  question  the  fuel  oil  requirement  column,  however,  we  have  no 
basis  to  evaluate  what  is  included  in  the  quantities  shown. 


62 "   Page  2-39,  Table  2-13.   change  the  reference  source  as  previously  Indicated 
for  Page  2-2,  Table  2-1.   Also,  see  comment  on  Page  2-24,  Table  2-6. 


[63.    Page  2-40, 
Comment: 


P*ra.  5-   Delete  <"One  air  strip. ..Allen  powerplant,'  and"> 
See  comment  for  Page  2-35,  Para.  4. 


Response  88-66 

In  response  to  your  comment,  table  2-12  has  been  changed. 


Response  88-67 

Table  2-13  is  changed  In  the  final  E1S  to  reflect  this  cowent. 


Response  88-68 

This  concern  is  addressed  in  Response  88-64. 
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**•    Page  2-40,  Para.  6  Alternative  5. 

Comment t   Alternative  5  presents  an  energy  future  based  on  the  expanded  use 
of  alternate  energy  resources,  end-use  solar,  conservation  and 
load  management.   The  estimated  capacity  and  energy  potentials 
established  in  this  alternative  are  unrealistic  and  not  achievable. 

Throughout  discussions  of  Alternative  5  there  is  a  complete  lack  of 
consideration  given  to  the  utility  customer's  conservation  efforts 
to  date.  The  discussions  cover  a  general  litany  of  items  without 
consideration  to  area,  work  done  to  date,  or  the  feasibility  of  such 
items.   An  example  is  the  discussion  of  solar  technologies,  both 
passive  and  active  systems.   The  EIS  fails  to  consider  extreme  costs 
to  the  customer  of  such  practices  and  procedures  regardless  of  the  . 
method  of  financing.  To  suggest  that  solar  energy  would  present  the 
greatest  potential  for  near  term  displacement  of  electrical  demand 
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again  demonstrates  a  failure  to  understand  that  the  Energy  System  is 
a  baseload  system.   An  additional  need  for  baseload  generation  is 
the  potential  Increase  in  solar  energy  devices-   Solar  energy 
devices  require  that  utilities  have  adequate  baseload  capacity  to 
provide  for  backup  of  such  devices* 


In  addition,  the  discussion  gives  no  credit  to  the  extensive 
programs  presently  underway  in  the  Nevada  Power  Company  area  and 
the  St-  George  area-   The  utility  industry  and  the  participants  in 
this  project  are  working  diligently  in  all  areas  Identified  in 
Alternative  5  and  have  included  such  alternatives  in  their  resource 
plans. 

For  the  California  utilities,  the  BLM  has  developed  Alternative  5 
from  the  review  of  estimates  established  in  several  reports  by  the 
California  Energy  Commission  (CEC)  and  the  California  Public 
Utilities  Commission  (CPUC).   Aside  from  the  CEC a  1979  Biennial 
Report,  the  documents  used  for  these  estimates  have  not  been  adopted 
by  these  agencies,  and,  therefore,  should  not  be  used  by  BLM  without 
independent  verification. 


Response  88-69 

Refer  to  revised  discussion  of  Alternative  5  In  Chapters  2.  3, 
the  final  EIS  and  Responses  88-4  and  88-29. 


and  4  of 


We  also  object  to  the  intermingling  of  statements  by  the  California 
Energy  Commission  within  the  EIS  which  gives  the  impression  that  the 
Energy  Commission  has  evaluated  the  needs  of  customers  in  Southern 
Nevada  and  Southern  Utah-  ' 

SCE  and  PGandE  do  not  believe  that  the  development  of  alternative 
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energy  sources,  end-use  solar,  conservation  and  load  management  can 
b«  achieved  to  the  extent  projected  in  Alternative  5.   These 
technologies  are  already  included  in  resource  plans  to  the  extent 
which  is  deemed  reasonable  and  prudent.   Further,  planned  reliance 
on  these  resources  would  unnecessarily  risk  the  electric  supplies  of 
the  future.   Furthermore,  conservation  and  load  management  savings 
could  not  be  expanded  to  the  limits  projected  without  the 
implementation  of  mandatory  conservation  measures,  a  step  which  the 
CPUC  has  been  reluctant  to  take.   It  must  be  emphasized  that 
implementation  of  Alternative  5  would  require  a  change  in  the 
personal  attitude!  of  PGandE's  and  SCE's  customers  and  would  have  a 
significant  impact  on  the  lifestyles  of  people  in  their  service 
areas. 

Page  2-41,  Table  2-14.   Change  the  reference  source  as  previously  indicated 
for  Page  2-2,  Table  2-1. 


Response  88-70  ,   ... 

Table  2-14  is  changed  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  this  conment. 
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66.    Page  2-42,  Para.  1.   Delete  <..."and  in  the  analyses. . .energy  demands".) 

Comnenti   The  statement  is  misleading  in  that  it  implies  that  the  CEC  analyzed 
Alternative  5  in  the  Biennial  Report.   In  fact,  the  Biennial  Report 
cites  the  need  for  out-of-state  coal  in  its  supply  scenarios,  and 
Includes  AWVES  in  this  consideration. 


Response  88-71 

The  text  is  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  further  clarify  the  use  of  CEC's 
1979  Biennial  Report  in  BLH's  development  of  Alternative  5.  See  the  descrip- 
tion of  Alternative  5  in  Chapter  2. 
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67.    Page  2-42,  Para.  4.   "Hew  legislation. . .levels" 

Cocgienti   Although  this  governmental  action  is  said  to  be  critical  to  the 

success  of  Alternative  5,  there  is  no  assessment  in  the  EIS  of  the 
likelihood  of  these  actions  occurring.   To  properly  evaluate  the 


Response  88-72 

The  EIS  states  that  a  switch  in  priorities  at  the  individual,  local,  and 
State  government  levels  as  well  as  those  of  the  utilities  would  be  needed 
with  the  implementation  of  Alternative  5  in  the  various  service  areas.  BLM 
does  not  attempt  to  "second  guess"  the  governments  of  the  States  and  commu- 
nities or  the  utilities  involved.  Such  a  switch  in  priorities  would  depend 
on  the  perception  of  those  responsible  for  the  allocation  of  future  energy 
resources. 


I 


uncertainties  associated  with  Alternative  5,  this  question  must  be 
addressed. 
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60-    Page  2-45,  Para.  3.   "In  its  Biennial  Report. ■ -indigenous  to  California". 
Comment i   This  statement  is  made,  and  figures  for  resource  targets  used 

without  including  the  CEC  caveats*  CEC  admits  that  these  levels 
will  not  be  possible  without  the  full  cooperation  of  government- 
(Biennial  Report,  P.  51). 


■[■ 


Page  2-45,  Para.  4.   Sea  comment  on  Page  1-8,  Para* 
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Paae  2-45,  Para. 


"The  following  Information. 


Cocpent  i   It  3hould  be  noted  that  figures  U9ed  are  not  based  on  the  Biennial 
Report.   These  figures  appear  to  be  based  on  a  May  6,  1980  CEC 
■Committee  Order  on  Submission  of  Utility  Forecasts  and  Resource 
Plans"  Docket  No.  80-BR-3.   The  Biennial  Report  does  not  present 
"preferred"  resources  broken  down  by  Utility  Service  Areas.   See 
other  comments  on  this  section. 


Response  88-73 

Response  88-72  contains  a  discussion  concerning  this  coment. 


Response  88-74 

Refer  to  the  Scoping  Process  section  of  Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS  for 
discussion  of  a  railroad  alternative. 


Response  88-75 

nr»c<,II,L'"f0rTttl0D41s  ?a,se<J1on  disaggregations  by  service  areas  of  the  data 

^neT^ta?;,  Sj^sft^  °f  ^  (PerS°na1  —■»"•■.  ^ 
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71.    Page  2-46,  Para.  3.   "Only  the  realistic..." 

Cocment:   This  statement  is  unsubstantiated.   We  do  not  accept  that  t.  o 

Analysis  of  Alternative  5  is  "realistic".   California  utilities  have 
a  legal  mandate  to  provide  reliable  service  to  their  customers. 
In  their,  judgment,  it  is  not  prudent  or  realistic  to  assume  for 
planning  purposes  that  any  alternative  other  than  those  already 
shown  in  utility  resource  plans  will  be  available. 


Response  88-76 

indeeaL?eahiaiSst1cterWlned   "^   **"   co"Ponents    in<:'uded    *"  Alternative   5.  are 


n 


o 


72.    Page  2-46,  Para.  5. 

Cecaenti   The  formulation  of  the  "Feasible  Alternative  Supply  Hix"  is  crucial 
to  the  EIS  contention  that  Alternative  5  "would  result  in  a  3,059  MW 
and  1,108  MW  surplus  for  PGandE  and  SCE  respectively,  over  and  above 
the  capacity  needed  by  the  utilities  in  1991".   It  is  clear  that  the 
formulation  of  the  "Feasible  Alternative  Energy  Sources  Mix",  the 
keystone  to  the  EIS  analysis  of  Alternative  5,  has  simply  used  the 
highest  numbers  for  available  preferred  resources  from  each  of  the 
quoted  sources,  without  listing  the  qualifiers,  specif  .c  sources  or 
background  of  those  figures.   In  addition,  any  numbers 
Biennial  Report  should  not  be  described  as  "feasible", 
this  terra  shows  a  misunderstanding  of  the  report.   The 
these  resources  as  "preferred",  not  feasible,  fully  re ilizing  the 
uncertainties  Involved  with  their  availability.   The  8  .ennial  Report 
presents  goals  and  targets,  not  projects  which  can  be 
certain  enough  to  be  included  in  resource  plans*   These  CEC  numbers 
should  therefore  not  be  used  to  describe  an  alternative  to  the 
AWVES. 


used  from  the 

The  use  of 
CEC  describes 


onsldared 


Response  88-77 

,...,„  It"  SK^?ri°  un?ertake.n  1n  the  analysis  of  Alternative  5  has  assumed  a 
priority  shift  to  alternative  energy  sources  and  conservation.  The  alterna- 
tive analysis  does  not  include  site  and  project  specific  discussion.  Instead 
it  includes  an  analysis  of  those  energy  sources  and  methodologies  that  are 
available  for  development. 
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'J*   Pages  2-47  and  48,  Tables  2-15  and  2-16.   The  figures  presented  in  Columns  1 
and  2  are  out-of-date.   The  most  recent  figures  are  presented  below.   Please 
note  that  a  1980-1990  time  frame  Is  used  for  PSandE,  while  a  1980-1991 
tisw  frame  ia  used  for  SCE. 
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TABLE  2- 15 

Electrical  Energy  From  Alternative  Sources: 

PG&E  Service  Area* 


Cogeneratlon 

Geothermal 

Hydro 

Wind  (Installed* 
capacity) 

Solar 

Total 


1980 

Capacity 

(WW) 

179 

663 

5,325 

0 
0 
6,167 


Planned 
Additions 
1980-1990 

(HW) 

1,022 
1,446 
1,571 

82.5 

0 

4,121.5 


Response  88-78 

Dl«i.Th"Ji"Ktth.1!lim1,?d  t0.  T?fleCt  the  "°st  recent  PGM  *"«  SCE  resource 


Source : 

Based  on  Supplemental  testimony  of  H.  Bruce  Williams,  Senior  Engineer,  POSE,  "CPUC 
Hearings  on  Certificate  of  Public  Convenience  and  Necessity"  July,  1980. 

•PGandE  objects  to  the  consideration  of  wind  as  firm  capacity  at  this 
stage  of  development. 

•If  this  Table  includes  SHOD,  it  should  be  referenced  as  doing  so. 
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TABLE  2-16 

Elactrical  Energy  From  Alternative  Sources  I 

SCE  Service  Area 


Planned 

1979 

Additions 

Capacity 

1980-1991 

(MW) 

(MW) 

Cogeneration 

120 

603 

Geothermal 

0 

500* 

Hydro 

842 

553** 

Wind  (installed 

capacity}* 

0 

189 

Solar 

0 

0 

Fuel  Cells 

0 

26 

Total 

970 

1,871 

79 


Source : 

Based  on  Proponents'  Environmental  Assessment,  SCE  and  PG&E,  1979  as  modified  by 
testimony  of  S.  P.  Barrett,  Senior  Engineer,  SCS,  "CPUC  Hearings  for  Cortificato  of 
Public  Convenience  and  Necessity,"  July,  1980. 

installed  wind  capacity.   Firm  capacity  is  1/3  of  installed  capacity  (firm  x  3  - 
installed). 

*  Includes  330  MM  Mexico  Geothermal  Purchase 

••Includes  200  MW  Hydro  Purchase  and  120  MW  Dinkey  Creek  Purchase 

Comment  t     The  remaining  columns  in  the  Table  are  not  addressed  because  PGandE 
and  SCE  believe  these  figures  are  neither  reasonable  or  feasible. 
See  previous  comments  on  this  section.   Further,  the  use  of  sources 
is  confusing.   A  source  should  be  identified  for  each  number  and 
correct  sources  provided. 


Response  88-79 

Your  concern  Is  addressed  In  Response  88-77. 
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74.    Page  2-49,  Para.  1=   "The  assessment. . .through  1980". 

Conaent:   The  EIS  has  based  its  assessment  that  a  significant  portion  of  the 

capacity  credited  to  Alternative  5  could  be  available  through  direct 
solar  technology  on  a  OEC  staff  draft  report  which  has  not  been 
adopted  by  the  CEC,  and  ie  therefore  .ubject  to  revision. 


Response  88-80  . 

The  discussions  of  Alternative  5  are  based  on  the  most  recent  inforua- 
tion  available.  The  CEC  publication  Decade  of  the  Sun  used  in  the  prepara- 
tion is  indeed  a  staff  report,  subject  to  revision.  The  word  "Draft  is 
included  in  the  References  Cited  In  Text  section  of  the  final  EIS. 
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75.   »,<,,  ;-51,  Para.  2.   "California  law  requires. .  .occur". 

Comment:   A  significant  portion  of  Alternative  5  has  been  based  on  the 

availability  of  energy  savings  over  and  above  those  included  in  the 
CEC  forecast  that  are,  by  definition,  not  "reasonably  likely"  to 
occur.  These  numbers  should  not  be  used  to  describe  an  alternative 

to  AWVES. 


The  statement  has  been  misinterpreted.  "Reasonably  likely  to  occur  is 
further  explained  by  CEC  in  their  1979  Biennial  Report  to  Bean  those  savings 
or  development  of  alternative  energy  sources  that  would  occur  without  a  sore 
progressive,  comprehensive  policy  of  accelerating  energy  conservation  and 
alternative  energy  sources.  Also  refer  to  Response  88-72. 


^1 
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76.    Page  2-51,  Alternative  6. 

Comment,   The  discussion  of  Alternative  6  does  not  address  the  impact  on  oil 
consumption  which  result,  from  th.  "Mo  Project  Alternative".   If 
AUVES  is  not  constructed  and  no  alternative  is  provided,  oil 
consumption  on  th.  participant  systems  could  increase  a.  much  a.  25 
million  barr.l.  annually. 


Response  88-82  .   ._..-».  „f  u0  Action  in  Chapter 

,.  ^\L?tt2!^&~&ft^"   ».  indude  the 
impacts  on  oil  consumption. 


03 


'77.   Page  2-54,  Para.  2. 

Comment.   There  1-  no  r.fer.nc.  to  Appendix  4  of  th.  EIS,  th.  applicants- 
mitigation  proposal.   This  s.ction  1.  deficient  In  demonstrating  .11 
th.  Impact,  which  would  b.  mitlg.t.d  or  hav.  been  mitigat.d  by 
project  design. 


ReSP°Therf  if  a  reference  «ade  to  Appendix  «  at  the  end  of  the  description  of 
Alternative  1:  Applicants'  Proposed  Action  in  Chapter  2. 


14 
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78.  Page  2-58,  Table  2-20.   Do late  table. 

Comment t   Table  Is  full  of  errors  and  Inadequacies  such  as  transmission  line 
losses  for  the  entire  transmission  system  should  be  no  greater  than 
1  to  1  1/2%;  Class  I  areas  will  not  be  violated;  Valley  of  Fire  Is 
not  a  Class  1  area;  Allen  Power  Plant  will  not  raise  potential  flood 
levels  or  flood  damage;  population  projections  are  grossly 
inaccurate;  major  impacts  associated  with  Alternatives  5  and  6  are 
not  addressed,  etc.  The  table  should  be  deleted. 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS  -  CHAPTER  3 

79.  Paga  3-2,  Paleontology. 

Comment t   The  section  on  paleontology  gives  the  impression  that  many  miles  of 
the  transmission  line  corridors  contain  abundant  fossils.   It  would 
be  more  correct  to  say  that  along  the  referenced  sections  of 
transmission  line  there  is  a  potential  for  fossils  occurring  and 
that  the  likelihood  of  encountering  them  is  predominantly  low. 


Response  88-84 

It  is  believed  that  different  interpretations  of  the  same  words  have 
caused  a  misapprehension  as  to  line  system  losses.  NPC  is  correct  in  assign- 
ing 1  to  1.5  percent  losses  to  the  major  transmission  lines  themselves,  even 
though  by  the  time  the  system  is  balanced  and  the  power  is  ready  to  be  fed 
into  the  network,  actual  losses  may  be  substantially  more.  The  transformer 
is  a  very  energy  efficient  converter  (in  the  range  of  98  percent)  but  in  the 
step-ups  and  step-downs  along  the  way  each  transformer  exacts  its  toll.  By 
the  time  the  power  produced  at  the  powerplant  gets  to  the  neighborhood  sub- 
station or  to  the  customer's  meter,  an  8  percent  loss  is  probably  a  conserva- 
tive estimate. 

The  other  factors  addressed  in  the  comment  are  qualified  in  their  appro- 
priate sections  in  the  final  EIS  (i.e.,  for  Class  I  areas  refer  to  the  dis- 
cussion of  Air  Quality  in  Chapter  3  and  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4;  for  flood 
potential  at  the  Harry  Allen  powerplant  refer  to  the  Water  Resources  section 
in  Chapter  4  and  for  population  projections  see  the  Socioeconomics  sections 
for  Chapters  3  and  4). 

The  discussion  of  impacts  that  could  occur  with  the  implementation  of 
Alternative  5  is  expanded  in  Chapter  4.  These  impacts  are  also  summarized  in 
Chapter  2,  Comparative  Analysis  of  Alternatives. 

Response  88-85 

The  Paleontology  section  in  Chapter  3  of  the  final  EIS  is  revised  to 
indicate  that  9  percent  (72.8  of  the  777  miles)  of  transmission  corridors  in 
the  Western  Transmission  System  alternatives  are  high  in  paleontological 
values.  Nine  percent  of  the  total  mileage  of  the  Western  Transmission  System 
which  contains  paleontological  values  is  a  snail  portion  of  the  system. 


Page  3-4,  Para.  1.   "The  Las  Vegas  Air  Quality  Maintenance  Area  (AOMA)  has 
been  classified  as  a  'non-attainment1  area  for  particulate  matter,  carbon 
<dioxide>  monoxide ...  industrial  growth." 


Response  88-86 

The  text  has  been  corrected  to  reflect  your  comment  (Chapter  3,  Air 
Quality).   Refer  to  the  Air  Quality  section  in  Chapter  3  of  the  final  EIS. 
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81.   Pace  3-9,  Para.  2.   "Ground  water  aquifers  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Alton 

coalfields  include  the  Quaternary  alluvium,  and  the  Navajo,  Dakota  and  Entrada 
Sandstones-   ..." 

Comment;   As  written,  this  paragraph  implies  that  all  four  aquifers  would  be 
directly  affected  by  mining.   This  situation  is  not  the  case.   The 


Response  88-87 

Your  comment  is  correct.  Revised  text  in  the  Ground  Water  in  the  Vicin- 
ity of  the  Alton  Coal  Lease  Area  section  of  Chapter  3  of  the  final  EIS  now 
indicates  that  only  the  shallow  aquifers  (alluvium,  Entrada,  and  Dakota 
Sandstones)  are  hydraulically  connected  to  the  coal  beds.  The  Mining  in  the 
Alton  Coal  Lease  Area  section  under  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  indicates  that 
surface  mining  should  only  affect  these  shallow  aquifers. 


affects  of  mining  on  local/regional  ground  water  storage  would  be 
limited  to  the  Quarternary  alluvium  and  Dakota  and  Entrada 
Sandstones.   The  Navajo  Sandstone  is  physically  separated  from  these, 
near-surface  aquifers  by  intervening  confining  layers  (Doelling  and 
Graham,  Southwestern  Utah  Coal  Fields!   Alton,  Kaiparowits  Plateau 
and  ltolob-Harmony  1-66,  USGS,  1972).   This  lack  of  hydrologic 
connection  is  particularly  important  since  the  Navajo  Sandstone  is  a 
significant  source  of  water  and  is  tapped  for  water  supply  purposes 
by  a  number  of  users  to  the  south  of  the  Alton  Leasehold  (e.g., 
Kanab,  Otah).  The  paragraph  should  be  rewritten. 


-J 


82.        Page   3-12,    Para.   6.      Delete  paragraph  starting  "CP  National..." 

Comment:        A  court   decision  has  been  handed  down   in   favor   of   the   State 

Engineer.      The  date  of   the  court's  decision   is  dated  July  20,    1979. 


Response  88-88 

«..,See  vhf    re„vised    "'session   of   CP    National    in    the   Virgin  River  System 

revi  Pri'tn  in  R\sour"S  ?■  ?3pUr.  3  '"  the  f1na1   EIS-     This  information  " 
revised  to  reflect  updated  information. 
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83.   Page  3-18,  Para.  S.   "The  corridors  of  the  proposed  transmission  lines  and 
coal  slurry  pipelines  have  not  been  inventoried  for  occurrence  of  the 
threatened  or  endangered  species  since  the  list  has  only  recently  been 

published." 


Response  88-89 

To  assess  possible  impacts  to  species  of  concern,  on-ground  inventories 
would  be  necessary  prior  to  construction  once  transmission  and  coal  slurry 
pipeline  routes  are  finalized.  y 


m 


84.   Page  3-18.  Para.  6.   "Three  of  the  newly. . .<would>  may..." 

Connent:  This  discussion  assumes  that  specific  surveys  have  been 
accomplished.   This  is  not  the  case. 


Response  88-90 

The  text  has  been  changed  to  indicate  that  threatened  or  endangered 
plants  in  the  areas  may  be  affected. 
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85.    Page  3-21,  Para.  2. 

Comment*  There  is  no  mention  here  or  elsewhere  in  the  report  of  the  efforts 

which  went  into  the  planning  of  the  pipeline  route  to  avoid  possible 


Response  88-91 

...  .  Vle  Cu1tura1  Resources  section  of  Chapter  3  in  the  final  EIS  indicates 
that  the  slurry  pipeline  corridor  (800  to  1,500  feet  wide)  was  surveyed  for 
cultural  resources.  It  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  indicate  the  efforts  that 
went  into  the  planning  of  the  pipeline  route,  only  that  the  route  was  sur- 
veyed for  cultural  resources. 


archaeological  altog.   The  fact  that  "the  exact  route  was  not 
flagged  (and)  a  corridor  ranging  from  800  to  1,500  feet  wide  was 
Inspected"  allowed  for  early  identification  and  avoidance  of  sites. 
This  fact  should  be  included. 


02 


86.    Page  3-21,  Para.  4  and  5. 

Cement i   The  Draft  should  ba  more  specific  as  to  what  sections  of  the  trails 
that  may  be  Impacted,  if  any,  and  the  importance  of  such.   We  doubt 
seriously  if  the  "100  to  300  Boy  Scouts"  follow  the  segment  of  the 
trail  over  Sand  Mountain  into  Warner  Valley. 


Response  88-92 

Your  comments  have  been  noted.   The  text  has  been  revised  to  be  sore 
specific  about  what  trails  may  be  impacted. 
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Page  3-22,  Para.  1.   "...the  proposed  slurry  line  route  <would  run  through) 

will  be  routed  to  go  around   an  archaeologically  rich...". 

Comment:   The  slurry  pipeline  was  routed  around  this  archaeological  area 

(see  Page  2-54,  Para.  6).   Reference  should  be  made  to  this  fact. 


Response  88-93 

The  Cultural  Resources  section  in  Chapter  3  is  revised  as  indicated  in 
the  final  E1S  to  correspond  with  Standard  Operating  Procedures,  Appendix  6. 
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88.    Page  3-23,  Para.  3.   "Results  of  the  survey  for  each  of  the  alternatives  arei 
Interstate  15,  <14>  15_  sitesi  Eldorado-Lugo,  17  sites)  Vlctorvllle-HcCullough, 
<17>  \B   sitesi  Highway  66,  <12>  1_6  sites. 


Response  88-94 

The  Cultural  Resources  section  in  Chapter  3  is  changed  in  the  final  EIS 
to  reflect  the  comment,  except  for  the  Victorville-HcCul lough  alternative 
where  the  survey  conducted  by  the  University  of  California  at  Riverside 
indicated  that  19  archaeological  sites  were  found. 
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89.   Page  3-25,  Para.  2.   "The  proposed  slurry  line  would  pass  directly  through  the 

Coral  Pink  Sand  Dunes  State  Reserve...." 

Comment!   Reference  should  be  made  here  to  the  fact  that  the  route 

through  the  Reserve  was  the  result  of  a  relocation  study  at  the 
request  of  the  State,   (see  Page  2-54,  Para.  6). 


Response  88-95 

The  rerouting  of  the  coal  slurry  pipeline  in  accordance  with  the  reallo- 
cation route  report  prepared  by  Engineering  Management,  Inc.  (1977)  to  miti- 
gate impacts  on  the  Coral  Pink  Sand  Dunes  State  Reserve  is  indicated  under 
the  Standard  Operating  Procedures,  Appendix  6,  and  the  Recreation  and  Aes- 
thetics secton  of  Chapter  3  is  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  this. 


Sep0'  Zia^ 


1-26,  Para.  2.   Dalata  <It  would  run  through  3  miles  of  .... located  in 


Southwestern  Utah.> 

Comment :   The  sentence  is  out  of  place.   Also,  all  wilderness  unit 
identifications  need  tro  be  updated. 


Response  88-96 

The  sentence  referred  to  has  been  deleted.  Also,  the  final  EIS  has  been 
revised  to  reflect  updated  information  on  the  wilderness  review  process. 
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91.    Page  3-27,  Para.  3.   "The  principal  use  of  lands  proposed  for 

transmission  system  routing  is  <open  range. >  energy  transmission." 
Comment i   Except  for  entrance  to  the  power  plant  sites  the  transmission  lines 
for  Alternative  1  will  utilize  existing  transportation  corridors. 
Therefore,  the  principal  land  use  is  energy  transmission  and  should 
be  noted  as  such. 


Response  88-97 

Although  these  areas  may  already  include  transmission  lines,  their 
placement  does  not  preclude  open  range  use  by  livestock.  Present  land  use  of 
these  areas  proposed  for  the  construction  of  new  or  additional  lines  is 
principally  open  range. 


-J 
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92.  Pa-?e«  3-31  and  3-32. 

Cocuaentt  Refer  to  Appendix  2/  "Review  of  the  Socioeconomic  Component  of  the 
Allen-Warner  Valley  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement",  Dames  £ 
Moore,  August  19,  1980. 

93.  Page  3-31,  Para.  "Population".   "...the  St.  George  area  communities  (which 
have  had  higher  than  average  growth  rates  in  the  7  to  10  percent  per  year 
range ) * • 

Comaent:   Refer  back  to  Page  1-4,  First  Table.   The  first  Table  projects 
population  increases  in  the  area  ranging  from  "2.1%  in  the  town 
of  Ivins"  to  "3.2%  in  the  town  of  Santa  Clara"  and  showing  St. 
George  an  annual  compound  growth  rate  of  "2.2%".   Because  of  the 
significant  role  proposed  population  projections  have  in  the  EIS 
procedure.  It  is  Imperative  that  accurate  information  is  used  so 
that  any  conclusions  reached  as  a  result  of  the  preparation  of  the 
EIS  will  be  meaningful. 


Response  88-98 

The  Dames  and  Moore  Appendix  mentioned  in  this  comment  was  reviewed  in 
the  preparation  of  the  Socioeconomics  components  of  the  final  EIS  Revisions 
made  in  the  final  EIS  are  based  on  updated  and/or  corrected  baseline  and 
projections  data.  See  the  appropriate  Socioeconomics  sections  in  Chapters  3 
and  4  of  the  final  EIS. 


Response  88-99 

Refer  to  Response  86-1  for  a  discussion  of  this  concern. 
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Hany  years  ago  In  projecting  the  power  and  water  needs  of  the  City 
of  St-  George,  the  City  projected  a  7  percent  annual  compound 
population  increase-   This  method  of  projection  hag  proven  very 
accurate. 

The  City  of  St.  George,  in  cooperation  with  seven  other  cities, 
retained  Fox  &  Company  to  do  a  population  survey  in  connection  with 
Utah  House  Bill  303.   This  population  projection  was  available  to 
BLM  when  the  EIS  was  prepared.   That  projection  prepared  for  the 
Utah  State  Fiscal  legislative  analysis  indicates  that  the  St.  George 
population  as  oC   December  31,  1979,  was  14,824. 

Before  the  statement  is  submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
as  a  decision  document,  all  references  to  population  Increases  In 
the  Washington  County  area  should  be  brought  to  a  level  of  increase 
not  less  than  1\.      Information  to  the  contrary  should  be  removed 
from  the  EIS  and  all  population  projections  should  be  updated  to 
that  rate  of  increase. 
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34.   Page  3-35,  Para.  1.   "The  CEC  <prepares  a  similar  document  (Biennial 
Report)>. - .also  prepares  a  load  forecast. . .planning  requirements". 
Cocnaent;   The  Biennial  Report  is  not  a  resource  plan  but  an  energy  policy 

report  to  the  Governor  and  legislature.   The  CEC  does  not  prepare 
resource  plans.   The  Biennial  Report  does,  however,  form  a  basis  for 
guiding  subsequent  CEC  decisions. 


Response  88-100 

The  Biennial  Report  and  its  disaggregated  reports  (those  used  to  arrive 
at  final  figures  for  the  Biennial  Report)  indicate  the  preferred  energy 
resources  mix  in  order  to  orient  future  planning  for  energy  allocation  in  the 
State. 
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Page  3-36,  Table  3-2. 

Comment*   The  projected  energy  consumption  figures  shown  Cor  the  PGandE 

service  area  do  not  correspond  to  those  finally  adopted  by  the  CEC 
and  shown  in  the  1979  Biennial  Report.  For  comparison  the  adopted 
figures  arat 

(kwh  x  10«) 
Table  3-2      1979  BR 


1979 

66,918 

63,416 

1985 

69,815 

Not  Shown 

1991 

79,184 

79,184 

2000 

91,717 

91,717 

Also,  the  Table  should  note  that  the  figures  are  "sales"  only,  and 
do  not  Include  transmission  losses.   In  addition,  the  figures  do  not 
include  SMUD.   AWVES  will  supply  the  PGandE  area,  which  includes 
SHUD.   Consequently,  the  Table  should  be  revised  to  include  SMUD 
projections  in  the  PGandE  area  figures. 


Response  88-101 

According  to  information  received  from  CEC  and  identified  as  Adopted 

!S«f l-T.  !nM  19?9  ,B1Tinia/  *?S??'  thC  fi9Ure  the  C0""nt  -eferT  to 
{63,416  kWh  x  106)  is  actually  for  1978,  not  1979. 
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96.    Page  3-39,  Para.  2.   Should  be  changed  as  follows i   "Nevada  Power  Company  has 
engaged  In  <a  taodest>  an  extensive  energy  conservation  program  .   . .  Other 
<more  active>  conservation  efforts  in  which  the  Company  has  engaged  aave  been 
<pilot>  load  management  projects  in  which  a  <limited>  growing  number  of 
<prlvat«  home>  customer  air  conditioners* . »" 
Comments   Nevada  Power  has  produced  the  greatest  conservation  results  (as 

measured  by  the  percentage  decrease  In  use  per  residential  customer 
since  the  1973  oil  embargo)  of  any  utility  in  the  contiguous  United 
States* 


Response  88-102 

BLM  has  not  received  Information  fro*  NPC  which  supports  this  cotwent. 


1Q3  ^7.   Paaa  3-40-41.  Tables  3-4  and  3-5.   See  comment,  on  Tables  2-15  and  2-16. 


Page  3-42,  "Existing  Legislation  and  Incentives  Favoring  Conservation  and  the 

Development  of  Alternative  Resources". 

Comment:   II  it  is  appropriate  to  Include  this  section  in  Chapter  3  as  part 
of  a  discussion  of  "Affected  Environment-  with  regard  for  energy 
demand,  it  is  equally  appropriate  to  discuss  disincentives  for 
conservation  and  preferred  technologies  (e.g..  Fuel  Use  Act  barriers 
to  cogeneration  development).   This  section  should  include  such  a 
discussion  to  be  complete. 
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Response  88-103 

The  text  is  revised  to  reflect  the  most  recent  PG&E  and  SCE  resource 
plans.  See  the  discussion  of  Alternative  Electrical  Energy  Sources  in  Alter- 
native 5,  Chapter  2  of  the  final  EIS. 


Response  88-104 

Refer  to  the  discussion  of  the  impacts  of  Alternative  5  in  Chapter  4  of 
the  final  EIS  concerning  this  topic. 


SPECIFIC  COMMENTS  -  CHAPTER  4 


00 

o 
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gg.    Paces  4-2  and  4-3,  Climate:   Should  be  changed  as  follows:   "The  impacts,  if 
any,  of  power  plant  emissions  on  local  and  regional  climatic  patterns  is  not 
known.   While  investigations  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  United  States  tend 
to  support  theories  that  emissions  could  increase  the  probability  of 
precipitation  in  affected  areas  and  could  mix  with  atmospheric  moisture  to 
form  acid  rains  and  <affecting>  affect  terrestrial  ecosystems,  similar 
investigations  in  the  arid  Southwest  have  not  shown  such  tendencies. 
< (Geophysical... et  al,  1978)>.   Preliminary  investigations  have  not  Deen  able 
to  correlate  atmospheric  oH  levels  to  affects  on  terrestrial  ecosystems.. 

EPRI,  1980)." 

Comment:   The  statement  applies  only  to  areas  with  higher  humidities  and 

precipitation,  such  as  the  Eastern  United  States.   (A  more  adequate 
and  accurate  discussion  is  given  on  page  4-5  of  the  DEIS). 
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Pace  4-3.   Para.    3.      Delete  <"Resldual   .cars  would  be   left  on  the  landscape 


Response  88-105 

The  discussion  of  acid  rain  is  deleted  from  the  Climate  section  and  is 
more  completely  discussed  in  the  Air  Quality  section  under  Alternative  1  of 
Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 


35 


from  the  excavation  of  borrow  materials  for  construction  of  power  plants,  the 
water  project,  the  coal  slurry  pipeline  and  electrical  transmission  lines. "> 
Commenti   The  nature,  extent  and  location  of  these  "residual  scars"  should  be 
described. 


Response  88-106 

Without  specific  proposals  as  to  the  nature,  context,  and  location  of 
borrow  areas  for  the  various  components,  it  is  impossible  to  describe  in 
detail  the  appearance  of  residual  scars,  other  than  stating  that  they  would 
cause  disruptions  and  alterations  to  the  present  topographic  character  of  the 
areas  affected. 
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101.    Page  4-4,  Para.  2.   "The  clearing  of  vegetation,  borrowing,  and  excavating 
would  result  in  a  loss  of  soil  productivity..." 
Comment:   Information  on  the  present  productivity  and  loss  of  soil  is 

contained  in  Allen-Warner  Valley  Assessment  Report,  Volume  II, 

3.7.4.1  and  should  be  used. 


Response  88-107 

The  information  contained  in  the  AWV  Environmental  Assessment  (NPC, 
1975)  was  used  in  the  preparation  of  this  statement.  Also,  soil  erosion 
would  be  reduced  and  soil  productivity  would  be  later  improved,  depending 
upon  the  pre-existing  soil  productivity  of  the  areas  affected,  the  extent  of 
soil  disruption,  and  the  success  of  any  revegetation/reclamation  efforts. 
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102.    Page  4-4,  Para.  2.   "Accelerated  soil  erosion..." 

Conr.ent:   The  alleged  annual  soil  loss  of  12.8  and  23.8  tons  per  acre  due  to 
erosion  in  the  Mojave  Desert  and  Central  Utah  respectively  seems 
to  be  very  high.  The  rate  of  soil  erosion  and  the  period  before 
expected  reclamation  should  be  included. 


Response  88-108 

These  estimates  are  changed  to  reflect  previously  published  documents. 
Refer  to  the  revised  discussion  in  the  Soils  section  in  Chapter  3  of  the 
final  EIS. 
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Page  4-4,  Para.  3.   Delete  <"In  especially  arid  regions  such  as  the  Mojave 
Desert,  affected  areas  would  require  up  to  100  years  to  recover  to 
pre-existing  vegetation  densities,  even  after  reclamation  and  reseedlng."> 
Comment:   There  is  no  basis  for  such  an  estimation.   Our  experience  indicates 

that  in  a  7"  or  8*  per  annum  rainfall  zone,  shrub-dominated  deserts 

recover  well  in  less  than  20  years. 


Response  88-109 

It  could  take  in  excess  of  100  years  for  the  affected  areas  in  the 
Mojave  Desert  to  recover  because  the  average  annual  rate  of  precipitation  in 
this  area  is  2  to  6  inches,  not  7  or  8  inches  per  annua. 
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104.   page  4-4,  Para.  4.   Delete  <"Disturbance  to  wildlife  habitat  would  range  from 
as  little  as  16,030  acres  under  Alternative  4,  to  as  much  as  36,981  acres 
under  Alternative  1  for  the  life  of  the  project." 
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Comment i   The  statement  is  inaccurate-   Moat  of  the  acreage  will  be  returned 
to  multiple  use  within  one  or  two  years.   Also,  most  of  the 
transmission  line  and  pipeline  acreage  will  be  available  for 
continuing  use  and  is  included  in  the  area  rights-of-way  of  existing 
transmission  corridors*   Alternative  4  does  not  Include  any 
•valuation  of  alternatives  for  Warner  Valley  water  and  power 
projects  so  land  use  under  Alternative  4  cannot  be  compared  to 
Alternative  1 . 


Response  88-110 

Wildllr!  £hft9*S  US6iH  1\the  teXt  Were  g1ven  as  a  <™Parison  of  alternatives. 
nwIJ  t  ♦£  a??™  not/ecover  until  revegetation  efforts  would  be  ccw- 
pietea.       in    the   Alton   coal    lease   area,    revegetation  would    require   3    to    5 

100ryearsWeVer'  ^^  deSert  area-    ^vegetation  could  require  up  to 


00 
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IBS.   Page  4-6.  Para.  2.   "Therefore,  the  Paiute  Primitive  Area  <and  Valley  of  Fire 
State  Park  have>  has  been  considered  and  treated  as  a  potential  Class  I  area 
in  the  air  quality  and  visibility  impact  analysis.   Although  the  Nevada  PEP 
still  considers  Valley  of  Fire  State  Park  to  be  a  potential-  Class  I  area,  the 
analyses  were  performed  treating  it  as  a  Class  II  area. " 
Comment!   The  argument  for  this  was  given  previously  in  discussion  of  page 

8-4.   Details  are  given  very  clearly  by  Radian  in  the  reference 

document • 


Response  88-111 

th-  iL»tre!ltS   the  Val-1ey  of  Fire  stat*  P^k  as  a  potential  Class  I  area  In 
n ** 'VhV*  **  eXllt1n3  C1ass    »   area    in  th*  fTnlTTTS.     For  a  discus- 
sion   of   modeling    for    the    Valley    of   Fire   State   Park,    see   Response   88-11 
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Page  4-10,  Emissions  Table.  The  current  emissions  for  Harry  Allen  Station 
ere: 

E02  40.80 

Particulate  Hatter  4.32 

H0X  124.S6 

Coc=ent:   These  differences  should  be  reflected  throughout  the  document. 

Page  4-10,  Para.  6.   Last  sentence  should  readt   "Class  I  SO2  increments  in 
the  Valley  of  Fire  State  Park  potential  Class  I  area  <would  be  exceeded  by  the 


Response  88-112 

The  emissions  used  in  the  air  quality  analysis  in  the  draft  EIS  are  best 
estimates  considering  BACT  and  NSPS.  It  is  possible  that  actual  achievable 
emissions  may  be  lower  for  some  pollutants.  However,  given  the  uncertainties 
in  actual  performance  of  pollution  control  equipment,  the  most  reasonable 
figures  are  assumed  to  correspond  to  BACT  or  NSPS  specifications 


Harry  Allen  Power  Plant>  have  not  been  calculated  except  by  crude  methods 
which  were  adequate  for  a  Clas3  II  area.   However,  by  analogy  with 
calculations  In  the  Palute  Primitive  Area,  it  is  likely  that  the  Class  I 
Increments  would  not  be  exceeded.** 

Comnent  t   The  argument  for  this  has  been  stated  previously  in  connection  with 
Page  S-4. 


Response  88-113 

Refer  to  Response  88-111  concerning  this  document. 
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108.   Page  4-11,  Table  4-3,  and  Page  4-75,  Table  4-9,  last  line  should  read: 
"Valley  of  Fire  State  Park 

Radian       <2.3      <16.6      <130       <0.5       <3.3" 
Comment:   Argument  haa  been  detailed  in  connection  with  Page  S-4  comments* 


Response  88-114 

Refer  to  Response  88-111  for  s   discussion  of  this  concern. 
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109.    Page  4-11,  Table  4-3.   This  table  is  incomplete  in  that  it  only  presents  EPA 
Region  VIII  and  ERT  Valley  Model  calculations  for  S02  at  Warner  Valley  for 
Stability  Class  F  and  a  wind  speed  of  2.5  m/s. 
Comment;   EPA  Region  VIII  has  also  undertaken  Valley  Model  modeling  for 

Stability  Class  E  at  various  wind  speeds.   For  this  Stability  Class, 
no  Class  I  or  II  violations  were  indicated.   (See:   letter,  EPA  VIII 
to  BLM  (Cedar  City),  January  9,  1978 1  and  letter,  Don  Henderson,  EPA 
VIII,  to  Warner  Valley  Power  Plant  File,  February  23,  1978).   The  75 
or  so  upper-air  soundings  conducted  by  Colorado  Internatioiai 
Corporation  at  Warner  Valley,  during  all  seasons  of  the  year,  showed 
no  occurrences  of  Stability  Class  F  at  plume  elevation.   These 
results  were  confirmed  by  the  on  site  tracer  study  conducted  by 
North  American  Weather  Consultants.   Such  results  were  to  be 
expected  since  the  occurrence  of  extremely  stable  atmospheric 
conditions  (Class  F)  is  limited  to  the  lowest  region  of  the 


Response  88-115 

There  is  a  great  deal  of  uncertainty  in  the  value  of  58  mg/m3  derived 
for  the  maximum  3-hour  concentration.  The  concentration  was  obtained  from 
one  data  point  during  a  tracer  experiment  that  did  not  necessarily  represent 
worst-case  conditions. 

The  observed  stability  was  E,  which  is  not  the  worst-case  stability. 
The  tracer  was  released  at  the  highest  point  on  Sand  Mountain.  The  Valley 
model  predicts  highest  concentrations  on  the  Hurricane  Cliffs  east  of  the 
Warner  Valley  site.  Therefore,  Sand  Mountain  does  not  necessarily  receive 
the  highest  concentration.  Calculation  results  of  the  Valley  «K>del  are  very 
sensitive  to  plume  rise  and  elevation  of  the  receptor.  EPA  obtained  concen- 
trations exceeding  Class  II  standards  using  the  Valley  oodel. 


atmosphere  immediately  above  the  ground,  where  large  nocturnal 
radiative  heat  losses  from  the  ground  cool  the  air  next  to  the 
ground  Bach  more  rapidly  than  the  air  aloft  leading  to  very  strong 
temperature  inversions,   at  plume  elevation,  these  extreme  radiative 
heat  losses  are  not  present  and  temperature  lapse  rates  during 
inversion  conditions  are  at  most  Stability  Class  E.   The  upper-air 
observations  by  CIC  and  HJWC  revealed  this  to  be  true.   Table  4-3 
for  EPA  Region  VIII  and  ERT  should  be  revised  to  indicate  S02 
concentrations  under  worst-case  meteorological  conditions  (Stability 
Class  E)  since  Class  F  situation  is  rare  and  occurs  less  than  once 
per  year. 


There  is  not  sufficient  evidence  to  conclude  that  Class  I  standards 
would  not  be  violated  in  Zion  National  Park.  It  is  true  that  topography  does 
prevent  direct  transport  of  pollutants  toward  Zion  National  Park.  However, 
one  of  the  tracer  releases  shows  that  pollutants  could  reach  the  park  by  a 
somewhat  indirect  route.  It  U  doubtful  that  in  many  cases  the  drainage 
flows  in  Warner  Valley  would  be  of  sufficient  depth  to  contain  the  plume. 
Drainage  flows  seldom  are  that  deep  and  a  return  flow  above  a  shallow  drain- 
age flow  is  commonly  observed  in  mountainous  areas.  The  tracer  studies 
indicated  mostly  E  stability.  However,  in  one  case,  F  stability  was  observed. 
The  studies  indicated  increased  horizontal  diffusion  due  to  plume  meandering. 
However,  increased  vertical  diffusion  was  not  always  observed.  It  should  be 
noted  that  the  tracer  studies  were  not  performed  under  the  most  stable  condi- 
tions. No  vertical  diffusion  data  was  available  in  the  one  case  in  which 
there  was  air  flow  toward  the  park.  Rawinsonde  observations  were  cited, 
which  indicated  very  stable  conditions  are  rare  above  1,000  feet.  These 
observations  must  be  interpreted  with  caution.  Rawinsondes  measure  tempera- 
tures through  a  deeper  vertical  layer  and  do  not  give  enough  resolution  to 
measure  shallow  stable  layers.  Temperature  lapse  rates  do  not  give  a  direct 
measure  of  atmospheric  stability.  Furthermore,  conditions  at  Las  Vegas  or 
other  locations  do  not  give  a  representative  aeasure  of  conditions  in  Warner 
Valley. 
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°110>    Pace  4-15,  Para.  4.   "from  telephotoraeter  measurements  made  from  July  to 

Sovember,  1979,  (EPA/Environmental  Monitoring  and  Support  Laboratory  letter, 
1980)  the  Visibility  resource>  visual  range  in  Zion  National  Park  exceeded 
125  kilometers  (km)  95  percent  of  the  <time>  daylight  hours.   From  three  years 
of  continuous  visual  range  measurements  undertaken  by  Steams-Roger  at  Warner 
Valley  during  1977.  and  1979,  using  an  integrating  neohelometer,  the  mean 
annual  visual  range  has  varied  between  122  and  129  km.   These  latter., 
observations  would  indicate  that  a  visual  range  of  125  km  would  be  exceeded 
roughly  only  half  of  the  time.   Since  the  telephotometer  measurements  were 
only  made  during  the  daytime  during  the  warmer  months,  when  visual  range  would 
h,  expected  to  be  its  greatest,  while  the  nephelometer  observations  were  taken 
both  day  and  night  during  all  seasons,  these  results  are  congruent." 
Comment:  Use  of  the  term  visual  range  measurements  i»  more  appropriate. 
Additional  clarification  of  the  statement  is  desirable. 


Response  88-116 

BLM  concurs  that  the  term  visual  range  is  more  appropriate  than  visibil- 
ity resource  and  has  amended  the  text  (Chapter  4,  Air  Quality).  Both  nephel- 
ometers  and  telephotometers  do  not  directly  measure  visual  range,  but  take 
measurements  from  which  visual  range  is  calculated. 
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1,1.   page  4-15,  Para.  4.   <HPS>  National  Park  Service  has  sponsored  a  study  of 
the  potential  impacts  of  the  proposed  Warner  Valley  power  plant  plume  on 
visibility  in  and  around  Zion  National  Park  (Williams,  1980).   If  extremely 
■table  conditions  (Stability  Class  F)  occur  with  wind  flowing  from  the 
south/southwest  at  low  wind  speed,  the  Park  Service  has  hypothesized  that  it 
would  be  possible  that  the  plume  from  the  power  plant  may  be  visible  from  some 
points  in  the  park.   However,  the  onsite  meteorological  observations  as  well 
as  review  of  other  existing  data  and  theoretical  considerations  reveal  that 
such  a  cci-iblnation  of  weather  conditions  cannot  occur  at  Warner  Valley. 
Therefore,  it  is  most  unlikely  the  plume  could  be  visible  from  the  Park. 
Coraenti   Reference  North  American  Weather  Consultants  report  SLAQ-80-4, 
dated  Hay,  1990,  and  Appendix  1. 

j.   Pages  4-17  and  4-19,  Figures  4-1  and  4-2.   These  discussions  and  two  figures 

should  be  deleted. 

Comment!   The  Draft  mentions  the  possible  visibility  impacts  on  Zion  National 
Park  due  to  the  operation  of  the  Warner  Valley  Power  Plant.   The 
photographic  simulations  within  the  report,  we  feel,  are  quite 
misleading. 

A  printed  computer  simulation  la  a  very  hazy  image  and  certainly 
does  not  reflect  a  true  image.   The  resolution  of  the  television 
monitor  used  for  the  computer  simulations  does  not  have  the 
resolution  of  a  modern  photographic  plate.   The  comparison  of  a 
computer  simulation  and  photograph  in  the  Draft  does  mislead  the 
re--Wr. 


Response  88-117  . 

Extremely  stable  conditions  were  not  assumed  for  the  study,  rather, 
isothermal  conditions  were  used.  These  conditions  were  assumed  by  Williams 
on  the  basis  of  experience  with  other  analyses  made  for  powerplants  in  the 
southwest  and  Williams  feels  that  it  is  not  unlikely  that  these  conditions 
could  occur  at  Warner  Valley.  The  concerns  related  to  the  conclusions  of 
NAWC  are  discussed  in  the  Air  Quality  section  In  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 


The  meteorological  conditions  existing  In  the  photograph  are  not 
indicative  of  the  highly  stable  conditions  used  for  projection  of 
the  plume  concentration.  This  again  misleads  the  reader. 


CO 


The  transport  of  a  plume  from  Warner  Valley  to  Zion  National  Par* 
under  highly  stable  conditions,  considered  In  the  visibility  study, 
is  an  Impossibility  and  certainly  the  trajectory  of  the  plume  shown 
in  the  Impact  Statement  is  also  impossible.   To  follow  that 
trajectory  the  plume  would  have  to  be  elevated  at  least  1,000  feet 
above  the  height  it  would  obtain  under  the  specified  conditions  and 
travel  through  intervening  higher  terrain  In  order  to  enter  the 
vista  depicted  in  the  photographs. 

Pinally,  ve  believe  the  N0X  concentrations  used  for  plume 
projection  in  the  photograph  were  Inaccurate.  \   plant  the  size  of 
Warner  Valley  Station,  meeting  the  new  source  performance  standards 
of  the  federal  government,  will  not  produce  the  brown  haze  as  shown 
in  the  Impact  Statement. 


Response  88-118 

Your  concerns  are  addressed  In  Response  88-12. 


On  Figure  4-2,  the  proposed  Warner  Valley  power  plant  Is  behind  the 
mountain  at  the  middle  right  of  the  photo  and  simulation. 


We  have  not  found  any  documented  validation  tests  to  show 
agreement  between  the  model  used  for  this  simulation  and  the  real 
world.   We  therefore  doubt  its  validity  and  suggest  its  results  be 
deleted  from  the  final  statement. 
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Page  4-41,  Para.  5  and  6.   "The  desert  tortoise. . .could  be  adversely  Impacted 
during  construction. . .due  to  vehicle/animal  collisions  and  human  capture 
during  construction  on  as  many  as  12,694  acres  of  potential  habitat  (Figure 
3-6).  The  result  could  be  reduction  in  local  populations  of  the  tortoise. 
...According  to  the  assessment,  impacts  to  tortoise  populations. . .would  not 
be  significant..." 

Conmenti   Delete  Para.  5,  Page  4-41.   The  paragraph  is  inconsistent  with 
paragraph  6.   There  is  no  reason  for  the  statement  in  the  first 
paragraph.   Not  only  are  lines  routed  away  from  critical  habitats, 
the  project  is  committed  to  construction  procedure  and  design  to 
protect  endangered  species. 


Response  88-119 

r„»i  I?6  teXn-  1s,.chan9ed  in  th«  «Ml  EIS  to  reflect  this  comment   See  the 
Coal  Slurry  Plpeline  and  Transmission  Line  sections  of  ChapterT 


00 


120 


1 114. 


121 


Page  4-43,  Para.  3.   Typographical  error:   "840"  should  be  "640"  acres. 

Page  4-43,  Para.  6.   "An  estimated  15  of  these  (archaeological)  sites  would  be 

adversely  impacted  by  construction  activities." 

Comaenti   Of  these  15  sites,  four  sites  will  not  be  physically  disturbed  by 

construction  of  the  pipeline.   The  potential  impacts  to  these  sites 
would  be  due  to  possible  vandalism  resulting  from  increased  public 
access  to  the  areas  where  these  sites  are  located.   The  distinction 
should  be  made  that  these  sites  would  be  only  indirectly  impacted. 
In  addition,  another  archaeological  site  near  Moapa  would  be  avoided 
as  a  result  of  a  rerouting  of  the  pipeline  through  that  area  (see 
Page  2-54,  Para.  6).   There  is  no  mention  of  the  testing  program 
conducted  where  four  of  the  remaining  sites  were  found  to  be 
potentially  Insignificant  due  to  the  lack  of  subsurface  contents. 


Response  88-120 

Indlc^a^av^e^^sl^one^t^X^6  """  """"<*    * 
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Furthermore,  there  Is  no  mention  that  the  proposed  project  can  have 
a  beneficial  Impact  on  cultural  resources.   The  project  enabled  the 
identification  of  archaeological  sites  through  systematic  investiga- 
tion and  would  ensure  that  endangered  sites  be  studied  by  qualified 
archaeologists,  their  contents  preserved  and  valuable  Information 
provided  to  the  scientific  community.   This  information  should  be 
provided. 


Response  88-121 

The  "Final  Report:  Archaeological  Reconnaissance  Along  the  Proposed 
Coal  Slurry  Pipeline  Corridor  from  Alton,  Utah  to  Dry  Lake,  Nevada"  by  D.D. 
Fowler  does  not  indicate  that  four  of  the  above  mentioned  15  sites  would  not 
be  physically  disturbed  by  pipeline  construction.  The  Cultural  Resources 
sections  of  Chapters  3  and  4  have  been  modified  in  the  final  EIS  to  indicate 
the  routing  of  the  pipeline  would  be  around  the  Black  Dog  Cave/Moapa-Muddy 
Complex. 
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116.   Paa-  4-45,  Para.  2.   Delete  < "Construction  and  operation  of  the  slurry  line 
would  impact  the  Honeymoon  Trail... "> 
Comment.   The  pipeline  would  not  physically  disturb  this  trail.   The  line  «• 

routed  well  away  from  the  physical  remains  of  the  trail  to  protect 

the  trail. 


Response  88-122 

Although  the  physical  remains  of  the  trail  would  be  protected  by  routing 
the  slurryline  1,500  to  4,000  feet  above  the  trail  in  the  Hurricane  Cliffs 
area,  the  landscape  adjacent  to  the  trail  would  be  scarred.  The  Cultural 
Resources  section  in  Chapter  4  is  modified  In  the  final  EIS  to  indicate  an 
indirect  impact  on  the  trail. 
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117.   Pace  4-45,  Para.  3.   Delete  paragraph  starting  <"Because  the  Honeymoon 
Trail. ..>" 
Comment!   Because  the  Honeymoon  Trail  is  a  National  Historic  Monument,  the 

Trail  cannot  be  maintained  and  therefore  would  be  a  safety  hazard. 

Thus,  for  workers'*  safety,  use  of  the  Trail  will  be  prohibited. 


Response  88-123 

It  is  assumed  that  this  comment  is  being  submitted  to  mitigate  the 
impact  of  construction  crews  utilizing  the  Honeymoon  Trail  as  a  construction 
road.  This  mitigating  measure  is  added  to  Appendix  4,  Applicants'  Proposed 
Design  and  Operating  Procedures,  and  the  Cultural  Resources  section  under 
Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  is  changed  as  shown  In  the  final  EIS. 


m 


118.   Page  4-45,  Para.  6.   Delete  <"The  proposed  right-of-way  boundaries  of  the 

power  plant  would  place  the  facility  over  portions  of  these  historic  Trails.") 
Comment!   The  plant  site  will  not  be  placed  over  the  Honeymoon  Trail  (see 
figure  2-5).  The  route  of  the  Escalante  Trail  In  the  plant  site 
area  is  in  doubt.   There  is  no  physical  or  other  evidence  of  the 
trail  In  this  area  that  can  be  disturbed. 


Response  88-124 

This  statement  is  deleted  from  the  Cultural  Resources  section  under 
Alernative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS,  and  the  text  is  revised  to  indi- 
cate that  the  Honeymoon  and  Temple  Trails  would  be  indirectly  impacted  by  the 
construction  and  operation  of  the  Warner  Valley  powerplant.  However,  the 
Oominguez-Escalante  Trail  would  be  directly  impacted  by  the  proposed  right- 
of-way  boundaries  of  the  Warner  Valley  powerplant,  and  therefore,  the  text  is 
not  revised  in  this  natter  in  the  final  EIS. 
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Page  4-48,  Para.  1.   Delete  the  sentence  <™VRM  objectives  could  not  be 

sat. » ■:■  Q> 

Comment i   In  the  Beaver  Dam  section  of  the  mountains,  the  pipeline  was  routed 
on  steep  terrain  at  the  design  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to 
olIss  other  critical  areas  which  the  Bureau  wanted  to  protect.   The 
"notching  and  cutting"  will  be  in  a  location  which  is  not  visible  to 
the  casual  observer*   The  sentence  also  implies  that,  the  White 
Cliffs  would  be  notched  and  cut.   This  is  not  correct.   The  pipeline 
route  along  the  Upper  Kanab  Creek  area  will  lie  mostly  on  naturally 
occurring  benches. 


Response  88-125 

Although  the  coal  slurry  pipeline  was  routed  on  steep  terrain  in  the 
Beaver  Dam  Mountains  to  bypass  other  critical  areas,  the  cutting  and  notchinq 
would  not  meet  VRM  Class  II  objectives  even  though  it  would  not  be  a  location 
that  1s  readily  visible.  Concerning  the  remainder  of  the  comment  refer  to 
the  revised  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  sections  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS 
which  have  been  changed  to  reflect  your  concern.  * 


CO 
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120.    Page  4-48,  Para.  1.   "Otherwise  the  slurry  line  would  appear  to  the  observer 
as  a  linear  scar  that  would  disappear  with  distance." 

Comnent*   Experience  indicates  that  in  such  areas  pipeline  routes  usually 
blend  into  the  background  landscape  after  a  number  of  years*   A 
person  walking  on  the  ground  may  not  ever  recognize  that  a  pipeline 
is  buried  there*   The  statement  should  note  the  above  and  indicate 
that  "scars"  will  be  temporary  impacts- 


Response  88-126 

As  stated  in  the  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  section  of  Chapter  4  in  the 
final  EIS,  vegetation  manipulations  for  underground  pipelines  will  have 
lasting  effects  (Ross,  1979). 


m 


121.   Page  4-48,  Para*  2.  Delete  paragraph  starting  with  <"The  present  aesthetic 
character*. .hiking,  sightseeing,  etc*"> 
Comment:   There  is  no  factual  support  for  this. 


Response  88-127 

this  clentTlhe  ?^enset1"  SeCt1°"  '"  ChaPUr  '  '*  ""^  t0  ""<*' 
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122.    Page  4-53,  Para.  2.   Delete  the  paragraph  starting  "Impacts..." 

Co^nenti   Transmission  corridors  will  mostly  use  existing  access  roads.   In 
areas  where  transmission  lines  are  not  presently  located,  the 
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routing  of  the  lines  is  such  that  numerous  access  roads  are  already 
available  Cor  ORV  use*   The  concept  that  increased  ORV  use  will  be 
the  result  of  the  project  is  inaccurate.   If  the  Bureau  wishes  to 
prevent  additional  ORV  use  of  public  lands  this  can  only 
be  accomplished  by  restrictions  on  ORV  3. 

Page  4-58,  Para.  3* 

Coraent.   The  status  of  these  wilderness  units  needs  to  be  updated. 
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124-   Page  4-59,  Para.  1.   Delete  references  to  conflicts  in  use  of  land  should  HR 
5584  or  the  Senate  Bill  pass* 
Coonent:   The  Moapa  band  of  Pauite  Indians  and  Nevada  Power  Company  have  both 

supported  this  bill  and  testified  before  Congress  that  no  conflict 

would  exist* 

125.    Page  4-64,  Table,  Type  of  Employment.   Change  922  to  100. 

Cocmentt   Under  present  construction  schedules  there  should  be  less  than  100 

construction  employees  located  at  Warner  Valley  during  the  first  six 
months  of  1985. 

16.   Page  4-69,  Para*  1.   The  first  sentence  should  read  "This  Alternative  would 
provide  for  an  average  output  of  <1750  MW  of  electrical  power  (70  percent  of 
capacity) >  2,000  megawatts  of  electric  capacity  and  approximately  17  million 
megawatt  hours  of  ftJergy  annually  at  B0%  of  capacity  factor." 
Cocment*   The  statement  in  the  Draft  is  an  inaccurate  description  of  electric 
power  output. 


Response  88-128 

To  reflect  your  comment,  the  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  section  of  Chap- 
ter 4  is  changed  as  shown  in  the  final  EIS. 


Response  8B-129 

To  reflect  your  comment,  the  status  of  the  Intensive  Wilderness  Inven- 
tory Units  in  Utah  and  Arizona  is  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  updates 
in  the  wilderness  review  process. 


Response  88-130 

As  stated  in  the  text,  the  House  Bill  (H.R.  5584)  contains  a  provision 
for  a  corridor  of  a  width  not  exceeding  1,500  feet  to  either  side  of  the 
existing  Navajo-McCul lough  transmission  line.  The  Senate  bill  (S.  1135)  does 
not.  Should  the  proposal  be  implemented,  final  alignment  and  the  outcome  of 
proceedings  on  the  two  bills  would  detemine  whether  there  would  be  a  con- 


Response  88-131 

The  exact  timing  of  construction  impacts  is  unknown  due  to  the  uncer- 
tainty surrounding  the  project.  Therefore,  in  order  to  provide  for  adequate 
time,  it  was  assumed  that  the  project  would  be  at  full  force  in  1984-1985. 
As  such,  the  figures  in  the  table  are  more  representative  of  the  anticipated 
time  flow  of  impacts  rather  than  their  exact  timing. 


Response  88-132 

As  instructed  by  NPC  during  the  early  preparatory  stage  of  the  EIS,  the 
70-percent  of  capacity  figure  was  used  for  analytical  purposes.  The  follow- 
ing statement  in  the  draft  EIS  is  accurate:  "Watt:  The  practical  unit  of 
electrical  power;  the  work  done  in  one  second  when  one  ampere  flows  in  a 
circuit  under  an  electromotive  force  of  one  volt."  (D.C.  HcNeese  and  A.L. 
Hoag,  Engineering  and  Technical  Handbook.  Prentice-Hall,  1957,  p.  33).  The 
average  power  output  of  the  plants  at  70  percent  of  their  capacity  of  2,500 
MW  would  be  1,750  MW. 
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127.   Page  4-69,  Para.  2.   "The  energy  efficiency  of  the  alternative  would  be  22.1%" 
Comment:   This  number  is  unsubstantiated.   We  do  not  understand  the  methods 
used  to  derive  the  energy  efficiency  stated  in  the  draft. 


Response  88-133 

The  text  indicates  that  the  energy  efficiency  figures  are  used  to  nake 
comparisons  between  the  alternatives.  A  comparison  of  the  energy  efficiency 
among  alternatives  is  presented  in  Appendix  19  in  the  final  EIS. 
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128.    Pages  4-70,  71,  72  and  73,  Table  4-7.   Delete  Table. 

Comment!   The  Table  ie  full  of  errors.   Emission  levels  are  not  the  same 
as  text  nor  are  the  statements  on  visibility.   The  project  has 
performed  detailed  archaeological  studies  throughout  the  project 
area.   This  information  has  been  supplied  to  the  Bureau.   Pouting  of 
transmission  lines  and  pipelines  has  been  extensive  to  assure 
protection  of  such  sites. 


Response  88-134 

Alternative  1  analysis  in  Chapter  4  and  table  4-7  in  the  final  EIS  are 
revised  to  reflect  your  comment. 
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129.   Pace  4-76,  Para.  2.   Delete  the  sentence  <"The  Class  1  increments  in  the 
potential  Class  I  area  of  the  Valley  of  Fire..."> 
Cor-ient :      Valley  of  Fire  is  not  a  Class  I  area. 

"ijO.    Paoe  4-76,  Para.  4.   Add  to  end  of  paragraph:   "The  Bureau  of  consultants, 
however,  indicate  that  the  Mien  plume  interaction  with  the  Las  Vegas  urban 
plume  will  decrease  oione  levels  in  the  Las  Vegas  Basin  (Radian,  19B0)." 


Response  88-135 

It  is  true  that  the  Valley  of  Fire  is  not  a  Class  I  area.  The  draft  EIS 
refers  to  it  as  a  potential  Class  I  area  only  and  does  not  contend  that  the 
Valley  of  Fire  is  a  Class  I  area.  At  the  request  of  the  State  of  Nevada,  the 
final  EIS  considers  the  Valley  of  Fire  as  a  Class  II  area. 


Response  88-136 

The  text  is  amended  to  reflect  your  concerns.   Refer  to  the  Ozone  sec- 
tion, Air  Quality  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 
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131.    Page  4-76,  Para.  5.   Add  to  end  of  paragraph:   "The  Harry  Allen  Station 

proposal  provides  for  grain  loadings  much  less  than  those  Indicated  above  and 
should  therefore  be  of  even  less  impact  on  the  surrounding  area." 


Response  88-137 

Plume  opacity  would  be  the  sa 


as  for  Alternative  1. 
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|  132.    Page  4 
impact 


90,  Para.  3.   "According  to  a  BLM  biological  assessment,  these 
impacts  <would  be  significant  In  Utah  where  proposed  critical  habitat)  would 


L 


essentially  be  avoided." 

Comment ■■  The  critical  habitat  of  the  tortoise  Is  avoided. 


Response  88-138 

The  Wildlife:  Species  of  Concern  section  of  Chapter  is  revised  in  the 
final  E1S  to  reflect  your  concern. 
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'133.   page  4-81,  fare.  2.      Delete  <"Of  the  total  238  sites  at  least  180  would 
probably  be  of  National  caiiber"-> 
Consent:   The  total  of  "238"  sites  applies  to  the  10,514  acre  area  in 

Alternative  1.   Again  the  rule  of  thumb  estimates  should  be  deleted 
since  field  work  data  are  available. 


MO 


r~134.        Page   4-al,    Fa 
Cocnent::      See 


N3 
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ra.  6.   Should  be  deleted, 
comments  about  Page  4-45,  Para.  7. 


"l3S.  Pace  4-82,  Western  Transmission  System.  "Interstate  15.  An  estimated  <14>  15 
sites  would  be  impacted  along  this  alternative  route,  <10>  8  or  more  of  which 
may  be  National  Register  caliber." 

"Eldorado-Lugo.   An  estimated  17  sites  would  be  impacted,  <13>  2  <or  ">°K«>  of 
which  may  be  of  National  Register  caliber." 

"VictorvUle-McCullough.   An  estimated  <17>  _18  sites  would  be  impacted,  11  or 
more  of  which  may  be  of  National  Register  caliber." 

"Highway  66.   An  estimated  <12>  J6  sites  would  be  Impacted,  <at  least  10>  3  or 
more  of  which  may  be  of  National  Register  caliber." 


Response  88-139 

The  Cultural  Resources  section  under  Alternative  2  of  Chapter  4  is 
revised  as  shown  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  your  content. 


Response  88-140 

This  concern  is  addressed  in  Response  88-123. 


Response  88-141 

The  Cultural  Resources  section  under  Alternative  2  of  Chapter  4  is 
revised  in  the  final  EIS  except  for  the  Victorville-HcCullough  alternative 
transmission,  for  which  the  University  of  California  at  Riverside  study 
indicated  that  19  sites  were  discovered,  of  which  12  nay  be  of  National 
Register  caliber. 
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Pace  4-87.   Table  4-9.      delete,      wo  believe   this  Table   is  misleading  due  to 
several    Inaccuracies.      See  comment  about  Table   4-7,    Page   4-70. 


Response  88-142 

Alternative   2   analysis    in  Chapter  4,   and  table  4-9  are  revised  in  the 
final   EIS  to  reflect  your  concern. 
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137.    Page  4-115,  Para.  6.   Delete  "...<and  through  the  McCullough  Pass  in  Southern 

Nevada>. . ." 

Coacaent t   The  line  is  represented  as  traversing  the  McCullough  Pass  in 

Southern  Nevada  when,  in  fact,  the  proposed  corridor  follows  a  138 
kv  line  which  is  over  one  mile  north  of  McCullough  Pass. 
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145 
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38.    Page  4-136,  Western  Transmission  System.   Refer  to  comment  about  same  subject 
on  Page  4-82. 


39.   Page  4-138,  Para.  4.   Same  correction  as  on  Page  4-115,  applies. 

140.    Pa-jo  4-143,  Para.  5.   It  should  be  noted  that  the  discussion  of  Nevada  Power 

Company  service  area  in  1990  and  2000  is  based  on  information  developed  by  the 
Bureau's  consultants  and  not  Nevada  Power  Company.   See  our  comments 
about  Page  3-15,  Para.  5. 


Response  88-143 

The  area  proposed  for  the  routing  of  the  transmission  lines  is  consid- 
ered part  of  the  McCullough  Pass  where  it  would  pass  through  the  HcCul lough 
Mountains. 


Response  88-144 

This  concern  is  addressed  in  Response  88-141. 


Response  88-145 

This  concern  is  addressed  in  Response  88-141. 


Response  88-146 

The    information   concerning   energy   demand   (Alternative   5   in  Chanter  tl 
provitd^by^NPC^   ""  ""*    ****   fr™   BLH   ""-""•■   »"d  **   Inf option 
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l: 


Page  4-144,  Para.  4.   "When  those  sources  are  applied..." 

Comment:   PGandE  disagrees  with  this  analysis  and  believes  it  needs  its  full 

share  of  the  AWVES  Project.   We  have  taken  this  position  in  the  CPUC 
AWVES  proceeding,  as  set  forth  in  Appendix  3,  "Statement  of 
PCandE  Company  in  Support  of  Full  Participation  in  the  Allen-Warner 
Valley  Energy  System",  April  16,  1980.   Also,  see  comment  on  Page 
s-4,  Para.  2. 

Pace  4-145,  Para.  8.   ".. .components i    some  minor  shifts  and/or  expansions..." 
Comment:   There  is  no  evidence  that  significant  employment  shifts  due  to  the 


Response  88-147 

Refer  to  Response  88-4  which  addresses  this  concern  of  power  need. 


Response  88-148 

While  there  is  little  data  available  to  quantify  the  magnitude  of  such 

shifts,  the  analysis  that  has  been  performed  indicates  that  such  inpacts 

would  be  significant  at  least  on  a  local  basis. 


development  of  alternate  energy  sources  will  occur. 
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143.    page  4-145,  Para.  8.   Add  Co  last  sentence:   *,  assuming  that  sufficient 
conservation  and  alternate  energy  sources  can  be  developed  to  avoid  an 
electricity  shortage." 

Comment!   The  analysis  Ignores  the  risk  that  electricity  needs  may  outpace  the 
utilities'  ability  to  Implement  many  of  the  relatively  untried 
aspects  of  this  alternative.   The  impact  of  an  electricity  shortage 
can  be  significant,  as  Identified  in  Table  8.1-4  of  the  Proponents 
Environmental  Assessment. 


Response  88-149 

Analysis  of  potential  impacts  must  assume  the  effectiveness  of  the 
measures  that  define  the  alternative.  Therefore,  it  is  assumed  for  Alterna- 
tive 5  that  alternative  energy  sources  would  be  developed.  As  CEC  states  in 
its  1979  draft  Biennial  Report  "(Geothermal ,  cogeneration,  and  renewable 
energy  sources)  are  available  now.  They  should  be  expanded  because  of  their 
favorable  environmental  characteristics,  efficiency,  more  stable  costs,  and 
the  fact  that  they  are  indigenous  to  California." 


4> 
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144.    Page  4-146,  Para.  3.   Delete  the  paragraph  and  replace  with: 


specific  project  description,  the  socioeconomic  impacts  of  this  alternative 
cannot  be  Quantified.   A  generic  discussion  follows,  quantitatively 
Identifying  some  of  the  socioeconomic  Impacts  that  could  occur.   This  analysis 
is  speculative,  however,  and  does  not  provide  a  valid  basis  for  comparison." 
Comment i   The  socioeconomic  Impacts  identified  for  Alternative  5  are  highly 

speculative.   Such  speculation  in  the  absence  of  a  specific  project 
alternative  description  does  not  comply  with  the  spirit  or  letter  of 
NEPA,  and  should  not  be  given  equal  weight  with  the  analyses  of 
Alternatives  1-4. 


Response  88-150 

This  concern  is  addressed  in  Response  88-148. 
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"l45.    Page  4-148,  Last  Paragraph.   Delete  the  paragraph  and  replace  with:   ^The 
implementation  of  this  alternative  would  utilize  essentially  renewable 
resources  as  its  energy  source.   Irreversible  or  Irretrievable  commitments 
of  resources  would  occur  in  the  fabrication  of  alternate  energy  technology 
equipment.   I^rge  quantities  of  copper,  aluminum,  glass,  rubber,  plastics  and 


«otic  aneaaa  ,m  be  reCTUlre„  t„  solar,  u<nrt,  <nd  qeother7na1  ^ 

Centralized  solar  and  wind  Installation,  ».,.<  consume  Uffig.  areas  of  !,„„. 

Conservation  and  load  management,  however.  wo,.1d  involve  M„lmM]_    lrreve„lh1. 

costs  and  help  maintain  resources  In  their  natural  states. ■ 

Co^ynt,   ft.  environmental  Impact,  of  alternate  technologies  cannot  he 

considered  minor.   For  example,  wind  turbines  may  produce  visual 
impacts,  and  could  interfere  with  bird  migrations  and  downwind 
microclimates.   In  addition,  the  resources  required  to  build  and 
locate  these  alternate  sources  are  hardly  Insignificant.   Th. 
present  wording  of  this  paragraph  doe.  not  give  fair  recognition  of 
these  factor,. 


Response  88-151 

ti„»  TFh„e<,/na,cySlS  °f,  iK",Pa?ts,5ho«'"  Alternative  5  (Conservation  and  Alterna- 
tive Energy  Sources)  be  implemented  is  expanded  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final 
tlb.   Ihis  discussion  reflects  your  concerns. 


In 
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«6.   Pace  4-149,  Para.  5.   "According  ...implemented-. 

Comment.   This  statement  is  a  complete  misrepresentation  of  chapter  10  of  th. 
PEA.   Th.  applicants  have  Indicated  that  there  is  no  reasonable 
alternative  to  AWVES  which  is  available  in  the  time  frame  of  the 
proposed  projects.   Because  of  project  lead-time  requirements, 
alternative  coal  projects  cannot  be  available  prior  to  1988  without 
expedited  regulatory  review.   Thus,  the  coal  alternative  to  AWVES 
would  result  in  reduced  reserve  margins,  increased  consumption  of 
imported  oil  and  increased  costs  to  the  customer  during  the 
1985-1988  period  of  delay.   Combustion  turbines  were  dismissed  a.  an 
alternative  to  the  project  because  of  the  need  for  baseload 
generation  and  the  impacts  on  the  consumption  of  imported  oil. 
Other  alternative  technologies  discussed  in  Chapter  10  ar.  not 
currently  connercially  available  and  are  already  included  in  utility 
^  r.,ourc.  plan,  to  th.  .xtent  that  they  ar.  «p«ct.d  to  fa.  available 


Response  88-152 

final RFISP    tT°hUtVeViS?d   d.iscussion    of   Alternative    6    in  Chapter  4  of   the 

P^rUcipating^&an'o  CPoTanded  t0  refleCt  inf°™ti0n  U>d^  »  2. 


50 


in  the  time  frame  or  AWVES. 
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;«.    gag  4-149.  Para.  6.   -According  to  SCE  and  PGandE. .  .and  fowil  3  ana  4". 
Cogent:   This  statement  doe.  not  represent  the  poiicy  of  PCandE  and  SCE. 
Both  utilities  have  identified  AWVES  as  preferred  to  these  coal 
projects. 


Response  88-153 

The  discussions  of  the  impacts  should  Alternative  6  be  implemented  has 
been  expanded  to  reflect  the  views  of  the  participating  utilities.  See  the 
analysis  of  Alternative  6  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 


U8.   gig.  "-UP.  Para.  5.   ".. .efficiency  may  be  a  <very  practical* 
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feasible 


alternative  to..." 

cogent.  The  term  "very  practical"  cannot  apply  to  technologies  which  ar. 
not  yet  commercially  available. 


Response  88-154 

The  assumptions  that  shifts  in  priorities  and  attitudes  would  have  to 
occur  should  Alternative  5  be  successfully  implemented  is  explained  In  the 
description  of  Alternative  5  in  Chapter  2  of  the  final  EIS. 
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"l49.    Pace  4-150.  Para.  6. 

C^ent:   The  Bureau  should  Include  in  its  discussions  the  impacts  of  no  power 
additions  within  the  L..  Vegas  area,  the  impact  of  major  electrical 
outages  on  health  care  and  other  public  services. 


Response  88-155 

See  the  revised  discussion  of  the  Impacts  of  Major  Concern  section  under 
Alternative  6  (No  Action)  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of 
your  concerns. 


SPECIFIC  COMMENTS  -  APPENDICES 
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,50.   ..r  A  4-2.  Para.  2,  M.   Under  "Soils"  Pelete  Item  1  and  its  "Eifec^veness". 
Cogent,   This  statement  is  not  accurate.   Only  areas  where  the  excavated 
subsoil  is  unsuitable  for  the  establishment  of  vegetation  will 
stockpiling  of  topsoil  be  practiced.   Prior  to  excavation  of  the 
pipeline  ditch,  not  less  than  6  inches  of  topsoil  -ill  be  removed. 
««r  backfilling,  the  topsoil  -ill  be  used  to  cover  materials  which" 

gosuas  to  Bass  ■!«■*  *"-  «■—  —" would  ba  loca"d 

by  soil  testing. 


Response  88-156 

This  mitigating  measure  referred  to  in  Appendix  4  was  submitted  to  BUI 
by  the  applicants  as  part  of  their  design  features.  It  is  assumed  that  this 
comment  replaces  that  measure  with  the  one  quoted.  The  text  in  Appendix  4  is 
changed  accordingly  in  the  final  EIS. 


[.„ 
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Page  A  4-3,  Vegetation,  >2. 

Comment i   The  applicant  has  provided  specific  revegetation  techniques  which 
would  increase  the  chances  of  successful  revegetation.   These 
include:   seed  bed  preparation,  which  would  give  beat  possible 
moisture  conditions  for  germination  and  plant  development; 
fertilizer  application  on  soils  where  analysis  indicates  that  plant 
nutrient  deficiencies  will  retard  plant  development  and  thus  hinder 
successful  revegetation!  seed  quality,  seeding  rates,  and  seeding 
methods.   Each  of  these  is  discussed  In  AWVES  Environmental 
Assessment,  Volume  II,  4.2-4  to  4.2-7,  1975.   This  should  bo  noted 
in  this  section. 


Response  88-157 

Again,  this  mitigating  measure  in  Appendix  4  was  submitted  to  BLM  by  the 
app  icant  as  part  of  their  design  features.  This  comment  is  assumed  to 
replace  that  mitigating  measure  with  the  one  quoted  in  the  comment.  The  text 
is  changed  accordingly  in  the  final  E1S. 
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152-    Page  A  4-4,  «6  and  Page  A  4-5,  »7.   Virgin  and  Muddy  River  Crossings. 

Comment i      It  should  be  mentioned  that  both  of  these  construction  techniques 

would  be  utilized  to  protect  rare  and  endangered  species  habitats  in 
these  rivers. 


Response  88-158 

Append:  4,T„1tth3;vjrEi7at1on  "entioned  ,n  your  co-ent  u  inciuded  ,n 
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•53.    Page  A-4,  Appendix  4,  Cultural  Resources,  Item  2.   "A  qualified 

archaeologist* . .on-site  during  initial  ground  disturbance,  except  for 

transmission  lines". 

Comment!   Only  areas  of  probable  archaeological  significance  which  have  bean 

found  during  the  100  percent  center  line  walk-through  will  be 

surveyed  prior  to  construction. 


Response  88-159 

This  mitigating  measure  referred  to  in  Appendix  4  was  submitted  to  BIX 
by  the  applicants  as  part  of  their  design  features.  It  is  assumed  that  this 
comment  replaces  that  measure  with  the  one  quoted  in  the  comment,  and  the 
text  of  Appendix  4  of  the  final  EIS  Is  changed  accordingly. 


p 
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154.    Page  A.6-6,  Appendix  6,  Cultural  Resources,  Item  3. 


Conaenti   Consultation  with  Native  Americans  is  indicated  only  for  the 


transmission  corridors  (presumably  western  only).   However,  P.L. 
95-341  appears  to  require  consultation  on  all  project  facilities. 
In  addition,  the  Memoranda  of  Understanding  for  Cultural  Resources 
for  Arizona  and  Utah  do  not  Include  references  to  Native  American 
consultations  per  P.L.  95-341,  while  Callfornla-s  does.   This 
discrepancy  should  be  explained. 


Response  88-160 

Native  Americans  were  consulted  during  the  scoping  process  to  identify 
sites  or  areas  of  special  religious  significance  which  nay  be  impacted  by  any 
project  component.  Native  Americans  were  also  given  the  opportunity  to 
comment  on  the  draft  EIS.  Appendix  6  in  the  final  EIS  is  revised  to  indicate 
that  native  Americans  will  be  consulted  for  all  project  components. 
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Is5.   Pace  A6-10  and  A6-11,  Appendix  6,  Item  3  and  Item  10,  Recreation  and 

Aesthetics. 

Consent:   These  items  should  be  determined  on  a  sight-  and  component-specific 

basis. 


Response  88-161 

Items  3  and  10  are  self  explanatory  as  written. 


CO 
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Page  A  11-1,  Para.  4.   "In  the  dry  desert  areas  of  the  southwest,  stable 
conditions  with  light  winds  are  most  apt  to  occur  In  the  <fall>  winter  during 
cooler  tines  of  the  day. 
Comment.   See:   Holzworth,  G.  C,  and  R.  W.  Fisher,  Hay,  1979.   Cllmatologlcal 

Summaries  of  the  Lower  Few  Kilometers  of  Rawlnsonde  Observations, 

U.S.  EPA,  Research  Triangle  Parx,  H.  C. 


Response  88-162 

There  is  little  data  specific  to  the  Warner  Valley  area.  While  it  Is 
recognized  that  stable  conditions  are  common  in  the  winter,  stagnation  condi- 
tions are  also  common  during  nighttime  and  early  morning  in  the  Warner  Valley 
during  autumn. 
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IS7.    Page  A  11-2,  Para.  1  and  Z.  Delete. 

Cement:   These  two  paragraphs  discuss  the  lack  of  meteorological  data  in  the 
region  about  Warner  Valley.   There  have  been  five  years  of  data 
collected  at  Warner  Valley  Including  on-site  upper-air  studies  and  a 
tracer  study.   In  addition,  there  is  no  distinction  between 
Stability  Class  F  (extremely  stable,  which  is  used  in  this  modeling) 
and  Stability  Class  E  (stable,  which  was  not  used).   Holzworth  and 
Fisher,  referenced  above,  show  that  the  data  are  for  Stability 


53 


Classes  E  and  F  combined  (all  stable  cases)  and  not  for  Class  F, 
which  -as  used  In  the  modeling.   On-site  measurements  showed  no 
occurrences  of  Class  F  with  southwest  winds  at  plume  elevation. 
Thus,  the  assumptions  in  the  Draft  are  in  error. 


Response  88-163 

The  data  was  taken  over  a  5-year  period  at  a  meteorological  tower  in 
Warner  Valley.  Conditions  measured  give  little  indication  of  actual  disper- 
sion conditions  at  effective  stack  height.  Little  information  is  available 
concerning  atmospheric  stability.  Stability  climatology  data  is  not  neces- 
sarily representative  of  the  most  stable  conditions  that  may  be  found  in  the 
region.  Furthermore,  one  tracer  study  did  indicate  a  vertical  dispersion 
coefficient  equivalent  to  F  stability. 
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"159.   Page  A  11-3,  Para.  1-   Delete  <"...an  artificially  large  stack  radius  of  8 
meters  was  used  to  permit  sufficient  plume  rise  above  nearby  terrain 
obstacles".  > 
Cogent:   This  section  must  be  deleted  as  it  is  physically  and  technically 

Incorrect.   From  Briggs  (1975)  plume  rise  equations,  the  buoyancy 

flux  (F)  isi 

F  -  g  Vs  d2£>  T 
4   T, 


105 


r  is?. 


Where  Vs  -  exit  velocity  (m/s) 

d  -  stack  exit  diameter  (ra) 
The  "Vsd2"  term  has  dimensions  of  m3/s,  which  Is  a  flowrate. 
Thus,  if  the  stack  radius  (d/2)  were  "artificially"  increased,  the 
exit  velocity  (Vs)  would  have  to  decrease  proportionately  so  that 
the  product  of  (Vs  x  d2)  would  remain  constant.   Therefore,  F 
would  remain  constant  and  there  would  be  no  increase  in  plume 
rise  (for  given  temperature  conditions).   In  any  event,  on-site 
observations  show  that  the  plume  cannot  exit  Warner  Valley  under 
Stability  Class  F  conditions. 

Appendix  11.   Delete. 

Comment:   See  comments  about  Pages  4-17  anbd  4-19.  and  Figures  4-1  and  4-2. 


Response  88-164  ,«..*«.   ,.     > 

The  stack  radius  was  artificially  increased  to  simulate  the  physical 
condition  of  an  increased  buoyancy  flux  required  to  elevate  the  plume  to  a 
height  sufficient  to  clear  intervening  terrain.  There  is  evidence  from 
studies  that  this  condition  occurs  near  the  San  Juan  powerplant  and  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  it  could  also  occur  at  Warner  Valley. 


Response  88-165 

These  comments  are  discussed  in  detail  in  Response  88-118. 
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160. 


Paqe3  A16-3  through  A16-13,  Appendix  16.   See  comment  above  regarding  Page 
A6-6. 


Response  88-166 

Refer  to  Response  88-160. 
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161.    Appendix  19-1.   Delete  Appendix  19. 

Comment    It  Is  Impossible  to  understand  the  meaning  of  Appendix  19  or  how  It 
is  used  in  the  EIS.   Examples  of  items  that  make  the  Table  impos- 
sible to  understand  are:   Input  to  Warner  Valley  powerplant  given 
the  same  in  the  Table  regardless  of  size  at   plant-   The  total  energy' 
requirenents  of  the  utilities  are  not  available  under  Alternatives 
2,   3,  or  4.   Therefore,  the  total  energy  input  for  required  output 
is  not  shovm .   It  appears  that  the  Table  did  not  include  energy 
requirements  for  rail  transport  from  Central  Utah  or  Southwestern 
Wyoming.   The  Table  compares  energy  input  with  capacity  rating. 
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162.    Page  R-9.   "Williams,  Michael  0.   1980.   'Plum.  Blight  Visibility  Modeling 
with  a  Simulated  Photographic  Technique. ■   Journal  of  Air  Pollution  Control 
Association.   Volume  30,  number  (sic)  131. 

Comment:   On  page  132  of  the  referenced  JAPCA  is  statedi   "Dilution  rate,  are 
based  on  gaussian  plum,  dispersion."   In  th.  work  dsscribad  in 
Appendix  11,  it  i.  unclear  which  gaussian  model  was  used;  Valley, 

PTMAX,  PDIS,  otc. 


Response  88-167 

section  forms  the  basis  for'  the  comparisons      T, 'K^YTTZ*  V  T"iS 

-a^^r^sjrA-aj!  est  z^jsr^sr^ 

ZrTSJS  WV  V  ener9„y  inpUtS"  Consequently,  energy  inputs  are  quoted" 
terms  of  unit  outputs,  Btu  per  HW.   The  base  data  from  which  enerav  eff  - 

duJeren^at'rrh0^  ^  ""V^  HS6lf  t0  a  "^  «f  accuracy "h  fh  w  d 
an  a  small  „,    improvement  ,n  energy  efficiencies  between  a  large  plant 

the  tahlp  t„h  :  Kertt0re'  the  t0ta'  energy  inPut  (Btu  P*r  HW)  appears  in 
alternatives.        *     ^   The  int6nt  "aS  t0  provid*  comparability  of 

words  Vod^l"9  ?J?*f*  the  ,tablc  of  APPendix  19  to  manageable  size,  the 
Tn  the  final  FT<fPf  T  I*!'  °U  UemS  10  and  U-  T^s  «*  corrected 
wer fnr ZL  „\h  er9y  ^°!tS  °f  transP°rti"3  "ntral  Utah  and  Wyoming  coal 
were  included  in  the  computations. 

iq  hJhe  .hundred  Pa9es  .°,r  so  of  calculations  backing  up  the  table  of  Appendix 
NPC  The  r,nimaidVaVal'able  t0  BeChtel  PoWer  Corporation,  a  contractor  for 
NPC.   The  calculations  are  available  from  BLH  Cedar  City  District  Office. 

Response  88-168 

modelTwasTsediT«,rh1r\„>0irfnt  *"  assess,n9  <"P«ts  is  not  which  Gaussian 
Tffili?  ,        !?;•   .  ther    the  dlsPei"sion  coefficients   used.      The  Turner  E  co- 

h„r  ^„?»,mH°d1f,ed-  t0  3?C0Unt  for  p1u"e  Beander  "as  ««d  to  characterize 
honzonta  dispersion.  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  coefficient  was  used  to 
characterize  vertical  plume  dispersion.  cwnicieni  was   used  to 
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1 .    INTRODUCTION 

A  gas  tracer  field  program  was  conducted  by  North  American 
Weather  Consultants  for  the  Warner-Valley  Generating  Station 
participants  during  January  1980.  The  program  Investigated 
plume  dispersion  patterns  and  potential  air  quality  Impacts 
1,  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  Warner  Valley  Generating  Station 
in  southern  Utah.  This  field  program,  conducted  between  January  14 
and  27.  1980,  consisted  of  eight  (8)  separate  and  distinct 
tracer  releases  on  six  (6)  individual  days.  These  tracer 
tests  were  accompanied  by  extensive  meteorological  measurements 
of  surface  winds,  winds  aloft,  and  vertical  tenperature  profiles. 
An  extensive  discussion  of  this  study  was  presented  by  Spangler 
and  Swart  (1980)  and  Spangler  (1980). 

The  tracer  materials,  sulfur  hexafluoride  (SF6)  and  oil-fog 
were  released  at  various  altitudes  depending  upon  the  upper-level 
flow.  Release  altitudes  were  selected  such  that  plume  transport 
was  toward  specific  terrain  features.  At  the  ■"««"<«* 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA).  many  of  the  tracer 
release  heights  were  at  altitudes  providing  the  plume  with 
an  opportunity  to  reach  Zion  National  Park  unobstructed  by 
terrain,  rather  than  at  the  generally  lower  height  estimated 
by  plume  rise  prediction  equations. 
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The  period  of  the  study  was  excellent  for  the  evaluation 
of  stable  plume  Impact  on  the  surrounding  terrain.  The  weather 
Included  the  most  frequently  occurring  wind  directions,  the 
winds  were  light  and  surface  inversions  were  present  nearly 
every  night.  Conditions  for  direct  stable  plume  transport 
toward  Zion  National  Park  were  not  encountered,  but  an  evaluation 
of  regional  climatology  Indicated  that  such  conditions  are 
bo  rare  that  they  may  not  occur  at  all  in  any  given  year. 

The  tracer  program  has  provided  quantitative  plume  impact 
evaluations  under  various  meteorological  conditions,  with 
the  primary  emphasis  on  stable  southeast,  stable  southwest 
and  nighttime  drainage  flows. 

The  tracer  study  was  designed  with  inputs  from  the  EPA 
and  National  Park  Service,  both  of  which  were  invited  to  send 
representatives  to  observe  the  study.  Their  representatives 
were  present  during  the  early  part  of  the  study  and  did  observe 
one  experimental  day. 

In  the  following  sections  are  discussed  the  expected 
air  quality  impacts  from  the  Warner  Valley  Generating  Station 
with  respect  to  short  and  long  term  PSD  increments  for  S02 
and  for  visibility  impacts.  The  conclusions  presented  herein 
are  based  upon  the  field  tracer  program  Just  described  and 
various  modeling  efforts. 
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SPECIAL  INVESTIGATIONS 


Before  addressing  specifically  the  Class  I  and  Class 
II  S02  impacts,  it  is  prudent  here  to  discuss  relevant  special 
investigations.  Specific  to  the  arguments  presented  In  later 
sections  are  two  factors:  1)  plume  rise  estimates  and  2) 
the  potential  for  the  occurrence  of  stable  atmospheric  conditions. 

2.1  Plume  Rise  Estimates 

Proposed  plant  parameters  were  examined  in  an  attempt 
to  project  probable  plume  rise  values.  Plume  rise  calculations 
were  performed  for  a  total  of  three  stability  classifications 
using  the  five  formulae  summarized  in  Table  2-1.  Characteristic 
lapse  rates  were  chosen  for  cases  ranging  from  the  neutral  (D) 
classification  to  the  moderately  stable  (F)  classification. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  study,  the  stability  categories  were 
defined  using  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  (NRC)  criteria. 
By  allowing  the  ambient  wind  speed  to  vary  within  each  stability 
classification,  plume  altitude  (stack  height  plus  plume  rise) 
versus  wind  speed  were  obtained. 

Each  of  the  equation  in  Table  2-1  have  certain  strengths 
and  weaknesses  which  must  be  examined  prior  to  evaluating 
their  respective  plume  rise  estimates.  NAWC  conducted  a  two 
year  study  comparing  measured  and  calculated  plume  rise  values 
from  a  coal-fired  power  plant  in  central  Utah  (Sutherland 
and  Spangler,  1980).  A  large  portion  of  the  data  sample  was 
obtained  under  stable,  light  wind  conditions  (u  <  3  n/sec). 
For  the  stable,  light  wind  case,  equations  (3)  and  (5)  over- 
predicted  the  observed  plume  rise  by  200  to  1000  meters. 
The  remaining  three  equations  gave  reasonable  estimates,  but 
varied  in  accuracy  on  a  point-by-polnt  comparison.   It  was 
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determined  that  the  best  approximation  to  the  measured  values 
was  obtained  by  choosing  the  maximum  prediction  from  the  three 
equations  for  any  particular  data  point .  Generally  though , 
the  study  results  obtained  under  source  and  meteorological 
conditions  similar  to  those  expected  at  the  Warner  Valley 
Generating  Station  indicated  that  Equation  (2)  would  provide 
the  best  estimate  of  plume  rise  for  modeling  applications. 

The  topography  surrounding  Warner  Valley  produces  a  strong 
persistent  drainage  flow  each  night  under  appropriate  synopticc 
conditions.  This  drainage  flow  is  away  from  2  ion  National 
Park  and  generally  toward  the  southwest  to  northwest .  The 
drainage  flow  is  expected  to  exist  even  underneath  a  stable 
southwesterly  flow  and  be  600  ra  to  800  m  deep.  If  the  Warner 
Valley  Genera ting  Station  plume  is  to  be  transported  towards 
Zion  National  Park  under  such  conditions ,  the  plurae  would 
have  to  rise  a  sufficient  distance  to  be  out  of  the  lov  level 
drainage  flow  and  into  the  southwest  flow  aloft.  Because 
the  Hurricane  Cliffs,  Just  east  and  northeast  of  the  proposed 
generating  station,  rise  600-750  meters  above  the  plant  site 
elevation ,  it  is  felt  that  the  plume  must  rise  at  least  600  n 
to  effectively  reach  the  southwest  gradient  flow.  The  following 
sub-sections  evaluate  the  probability  of  this  happening. 

2.1.1  E  Stability  Case.  The  E  stability  category  is 
used  to  define  a  condition  of  a  slightly  stable  atmosphere. 
Previous  early  morning  sounding  studies  conducted  by  NAWC 
in  southern  and  southeastern  Utah  indicate  that  E  stability 
conditions  predominate  at  plume  altitudes  (250  □  to  700  m 
AGL).  Under  E  stability  the  thermodynamic  properties  of  an 
ambient  layer  act  to  retard  and  restrict  the  ascent  of  buoyant 
air  parcels .  As  the  atmosphere  becomes  more  and  more  stable , 
the  thermodynamic  effects  will  begin  to  dominate  the  wind 
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speed  factors  in  the  plume  rise  equations.  The  estimates 
iron,  Equation  (3)  can  be  disregarded  for  u  <  3.  m/sec.  The 
data  from  the  other  U"»  functions  must  also  be  disregarded 
for  speeds  below  2.0  m/sec  because  of  the  substantial  over- 
predictions  accompanying  such  parameterizations  at  those  speeds. 
The  remaining  data  clearly  show  that  the  plume  will  remain 
well  below  the  height  necessary  to  reach  the  height  of  the 
transition  from  drainage  flow  to  gradient  flow. 

2.li2   P  stability  Case.   The  F  stability  category  is 

used  to  define  a  moderately  stable  atmosphere.   Moderate  to 

strongly   stable   conditions  occur  most   frequently   near   the 

surface   with   the  percentage   of  occurrence   decreasing  with 

height   (ACL)   (refer  to  Section  2.2).   Elevated  inversions 

ar*  the  predominant  cause  of  F  stability  cases  at  plume  altitudes 

and   based  on  previous  field  studies,  appear  to  be  the  most 

restrictive  stability  conditions  affecting  elevated  sources. 

Even  the  u"1  parameterization  of  plume  rise  estimates  hold 

the  pluae  well  below  600  m  for  speeds  as  low  as  1.5  m/sec. 

If  the  u-1  predictions  are  disregarded  below  2  m/sec,  it  seems 

appa-ent  that  the  Warner  Valley  plume  will  be  unable  to  rise 

sufficiently  to  extend  beyond  the  drainage  flow  into  the  gradient 

flow. 

2  1.3  Sugjgjg  of  PI"-  *"5e  Estimates.  A  predictive 
analysis  of  plume  rise  for  the  Warner  Valley  Generating  Station 
indicates  that  the  ef fluent  •  plume  is  unlikely  to  penetrate 
completely  through  the  frequently  occurring  drainage  flow 
into  the  gradient  flow  aloft  under  stable  conditions.  Entrainment 
into  the  gradient  flow  is  more  likely  under  A.  B.  C.  and  D 
stabilities  which  would  not  cause  impact  in  excess  of  the 
Class  I  increments .  Under  those  stability  classes  plume  dispersion 
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would  be  significantly  enhanced  during  transport  toward   Zion 
National  Park. 

2.2  Potential  for  the  Occurrence  of  F  and  G  Stability  Conditions. 
The  tracer  releases  performed  during  the  field  program 
were  conducted  under  either  D  (neutral)  or  E  (slightly  stable) 
meteorological  conditions.  The  moderately  stable  (F)  and 
extremely  stable  (G)  categories  were  not  observed  at  plume 
altitudes  (500  to  2000  ft  AGL) .  In  order  to  place  the  meteor- 
ological conditions  encountered  during  the  field  study  within 
the  normal  framework  of  conditions  characterizing  the  Warner 
Valley  region,  two  types  of  climatological  investigations 
were  performed. 

To  determine  how  often  the  more  stable  categories  night 
be  expected  to  occur,  five  years  of  National  weather  Service 
rawinsonde  data  collected  at  five  intermountain  stations  were 
analyzed.  The  results  have  been  determined  for  both  the  1200 
GMT  (0500  MST)  and  0000  GMT  (1700  MST)  launch  tines.  The 
morning  data  show  that  the  stable  categories  occurred  frequently 
within  the  lowest  500  ft  (150  a).  However,  at  heights  above 
1000  ft  (300  ra),  stable  conditions  were  very  infrequent. 
The  rawinsonde  data  for  Las  Vegas  (nearest  of  the  five  stations 
to  Warner  Valley)  yielded  frequencies  of  0.6  and  0.4  percent 
at  the  height  intervals  of  1000  to  1500  ft  and  1500  to  2000  ft, 
respectively.  The  occurrence  of  stable  conditions  in  the 
afternoon  was  less  likely  than  in  the  morning.  At  Las  Vegas, 
the  F  or  G  stability  categories  occurred  only  1.0  percent 
of  the  time  below  500  ft  and  only  0.2  percent  of  the  time 
above  that  height. 

The  results  from  the  examination  of  regional  stability 
based  on  NWS  soundings  indicate  that  moderate  to  extremely 
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stable  conditions  at  typical  plume  heists  were  an  unusual 
even     Th.  H-U-  -»**  arise  as  to  the 

ot     these  sounding  analyses  to  the  Earner  Valley  area.    In 
order  to  answer  this  question,  a  series  of  rawinsonde  launches 
performed  at   the  Earner  Valley   Plant  site   durinS  seasonal 
I        ,     ^74  to   1975   were  examined   (Stearns-Rogers, 
S   msT  ZsZiZ    were  performed  twice  daily  during 
five'7-day  field  trips.   At  least  one  7-day  period  was  scheduled 
I     bin  each  of  the  four  seasonal  carters.   Specific  launch 
liLs  varied,  out  the  soundings  were  generally  taken  around 
0800  and  2000  LIST  (1500  and  0300  GMT,  respectively).   A  total 
I    69  soundings  were  collected  which  were  compare I-    - 
baBis  with  0000  and  1200  GMT  soundings  taken  by  the  NWS  near 
^s  ve.as  (Yucca  Flats).   The  soundings  were  examined  in  500  ft 
"  rene   s  above  their  relative  surface  elevations.   The  trends 
;  the  occurrence  of  f  and  G  stability  remained  the  same  as 
I  A     In  the  regional  analysis  previously  presented. 

r;:eunooniy  ?ji  z*z^* *-  *—  -ley  .**«- 

or  G  stabl  ity  at  altitudes  approaching  typical  plume  altitudes. 
Ls  Vegas  soundings  exhibited  only  E  stability  in  the  same 
A^  llArs.  Five  Us  Vegas  soundings  included  in  the  comparison 
2  Z 11  t  ^derate  to  extremely  stable  layers  however 
the  corresponding  Warner  Valley  soundings  showed  either  slightly 
stable  (E)  or  neutral  (D)  layers. 

An  examination  of  the  stability  frequency  distributions 
hei.ht  derived  from  the  morning  soundings  for  all  sources 

;:::r  iti   --  -«<*•  — -ce  upon  heisht  abo:e 

sho*s  a  si„n  southwestern  mountainous  regions.   The 

re  half  Z    P«  ,,  at  »00  <eet  *«.  Sround  level.   From 


the  two  olimatological  studies  It  seems  evident  that  the  occur- 
rence of  F  or  G  stability  at  plume  altitude  in  Warner  Valley 
is  extremely  infrequent. 
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CLASS  II  AREA  S02  IMPACTS 


3.1  Three-Hour 

Five  of  eight  tracer  experiments  provided  quantitative 
estimates  of  three-hour  concentration  on  elevated  terrain 
under  stable  conditions.  The  maximum  one-hour  concentration 
measured  during  the  tracer  study  was  140  ug/m3  on  Sand  Mountain, 
northwest  of  the  proposed  generating  station.  When  that  concen- 
tration, which  occurred  under  fumigation  conditions,  is  scaled 
appropriately,  assuming  two  hours  of  zero  Impact,  to  a  three-hour 
concentration,  the  value  is  47  pg/m3.  The  maximum  three-hour 
concentration  measured  during  the  tracer  study  was  58  „  g/m 
on  Sand  Mountain,  8.5  km  from  the  release  point  under  E  stability. 
Both  three-hour  concentrations  were  well  below  the  Class  II 
three-hour  PSD  increment  for  S02- 

The  EPA  Valley  Model  with  the  Briggs  (1975)  plume  rise 
formulation  was  used  to  estimate  short-term  concentrations 
of  S02.  Of  the  thirty  selected  receptor  sites,  the  maximum 
estimated  three-hour  concentration  was  315.6  ug/m3  at  the 
receptor  on  the  Hurricane  Cliffs  southeast  of  the  proposed 
generating  station.  The  maximum  predicted  impact  occurred 
under  F  stability  with  a  wind  speed  of  2.5  m/s.  Those  condi- 
tions are  generally  used  for  screening  sites  with  the  Valley 
Uodel . 

The  results  of  the  tracer  study  and  the  Valley  Model 
computations  both  predict  that  the  Warner  Valley  Generating 
Station  will  not  exceed  the  Class  II  PSD  increment  for  S02 

3 
Of  512  ug/m  • 


3.2.  Twenty-Four  Hour 

Previous  modeling  evaluations  conducted  by  others  before 
this  study,  indicated  that  the  twenty-four  hour  Class  II  Increment 
for  S02  would  be  exceeded  on  Sand  Mountain.  The  evaluations 
used  the  EPA  Valley  Model' with  a  plume  rise  equation  (Briggs; 
1969,  1972)  that  under-predicted  the  actual  rise  when  compared 
with  recent  studies  described  In  Section  2.1.  When  a  more 
recent  plume  rise  equation  (Briggs,  1975)  is  used  in  the  Valley 
Uodel,  the  maximum  twenty-four  hour  concentration  under  F 
stability  and  2.5  m/sec  winds  is  50  ug/m  on  Sand  Mountain. 
This  concentration  is  55%  of  the  twenty-four  hour  Class  II 
increment  for  S02« 

The  maximum  three-hour  concentration  of  58  ug/m  on  Sand 
Mountain  (discussed  in  Section  3.1)  can  be  converted  to  a 
twenty-four  hour  concentration  by  assuming  that  it  lasts  for 
six  hours  with  eighteen  hours  of  zero  Impact.  The  resulting 
concentration  is  15  ug/m3  or  16%  of  the  twenty-four  hour  PSD 
increment  for  S02. 

From  both  modeling  considerations  and  the  tracer  study 

results,  the  Warner  Valley  Generating  Station  would  not  be 

expected  to  exceed  the  24-hour  Class  II  PSD  increments  for 
S02. 

3.3   Annual 

The  EPA  Valley  Model  incorporating  the  Briggs  (1975) 
plume  rise  formula  was  adapted  to  provide  conservative  estimates 
of  annual  S02  concentrations.  The  model  was  run  using  both 
the  Warner  Valley  tower  data  and  the  Yucca  Flats  NWS  rawinsonde 
station  winds.   The  plant  was  assumed  to  be  constantly  at 
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100%  load  rather  than  the  more  common  85%  assumption  for  annual 
computations . 

The  maximum  predicted  Class  II  annual  impact  was  6.1 
Hg/m3  using  the  Warner  Valley  Tower  winds.  Since  this  is 
less  than  305  of  the  allowable  increment,  it  is  concluded 
that  the  Warner  Valley  Generating  Station  will  not  exceed 
any  annual  standard  or  PSD  Class  II  increment  for  S02. 


ho 
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4.    CLASS  I  AHEA  S02  IMPACTS 

Zion  National  Park  is  the  only  PSD  Class  I  area  near 
the  proposed  generating  station  that  might  be  affected  by 
the  plant's  operations.  The  Class  I  PSD  increment  for  the 
3-hour,  24-hour  and  annual  averages  of  S02  are  25  Vt/n  .  5 
pg/m3,  and  2  vig/m3,  respectively. 

4.1   Three-Hour  Impacts 

During  the  tracer  study,  one  case  of  stable  southwesterly 
flow  was  examined.  The  experiment  showed  that  under  E  stability, 
the  flow  at  2000  feet  AGL  was  forced  northward  along  the  Hurricane 
Cliffs  before  going  eastward  toward  Zion  National  Park.  The 
transport  took  over  four  hours  and  the  measured  one-hour Impacts 
in  Zion  were  2-3  ug/m3.  If  it  is  assumed  that  this  transport 
would  persist  for  at  least  three  hours  the  three-hour  average 
would  be  only  50%  of  the  Class  I  PSD  increment. 
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4.2   Twenty-Four  Hour 

To  date,  predicted  impacts  in  Zion  using  the  Valley  Model 
have  indicated  that  the  24-hour  Class  I  PSD  increment  would 
be  exceeded  under  F  stability  and  a  2.5  ra/sec  wind.  These 
predicted  concentrations  have  been  on  the  order  of  8-9  vg/ci  . 
It  is  felt  that  .impacts  of  that  magnitude  are  not  reasonable 
for  four  reasons.  First,  the  Valley  Model  was  applied  assuming 
direct  plume  transport  from  the  source  to  the  Park,  an  unreasonable 
assumption  for  such  complex  terrain.  Secondly,  an  evaluation 
of  the  predicted  plume  rise  indicates  that  the  plume  would 
not  rise  sufficiently  to  exit  the  frequently  occurring  drainage 
flow  away  from  the  park  and  enter  the  southwesterly  flow  aloft. 
Thus,  the  plume  could  not  be  transported  toward  the  Park  when 
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stable  conditions  are  most  likely  to  exist.  Thirdly,  measure- 
cents  of  pluae  dispersion  during  the  study  showed  that  plume 
dispersion  was  enhanced  by  the  rugged  terrain  features  of 
the  area.  Lastly,  the  Valley  Model  computations  that  predicted 
an  exceedance  of  the  Class  I  twenty-four  hour  increment  for 
SO,  assured  an  F  stability.  Data  from  National  Weather  Service 
rawinsonde  stations  in  the  western  United  States  showed  that 
F  stability  is  a  very  rare  occurrence  above  300  m  AGL.  Thus, 
the  conclusion  is  that  the  maximum  twenty-four  hour  S02  concen- 
tration in  Zion  National  Park  will  not  exceed  the  Class  I 
PSD  increment. 

4.3  Annual 

As  in  the  case  for  estimating  annual  impacts  for  the 
Class  II  area,  the  EPA  Valley  Model  incorporating  the  Briggs 
(1975)  plu=e  rise  formula  was  used  to  estimate  S02  impacts 
in  the  Class  I  area.  The  maximum  predicted  Class  I  impact 
of  .6  ng/0.3  in  Zion  National  Park  is  only  30%  of  the  allowable 
PSD  increment. 


5.    VISIBILITY 

The  results  of  the  field  study  also  are  relevant  to  the 
*    h  in  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy 
visibility  analysis  presented  in  the  Allen   ar 

1  Environmental  Impact.  Statement.   The  visibility  anal.sis 

're  ented  by  Williams  assumes  that  the  plvune  is  transported 

ec  tl,  to  Zion  National  Park  with  a  .  m/s  wind  and.  stable 

Inditils    in  addition,  the  analysis  assumed  that  the  plume 

In  Zion: 

„*.*,i  jirprtlv  to  Zion  National 

1  The  plume  was  transported  directly  xo 

Park  when  numerous  studios  have  shown  that  stable  light  .Ind 
lases  exhibit  extensive  plume  meandering,  especially  in  complex 
terrain . 

2  A  very  stable  case  with  southwest  flow  was  assumed 
to  exist  several  thousand  feet  above  the  ground.  An  analysis 
l;  Western  NWS  rawlnsonde  data  from  stations  such  as  Sa 
uke  city  and  Las  Vegas  show  that  ""*  —  ~  J£  Z 
seven  times  per  year  ^  -££J  ^"1^  -winsonde 
same  analysis  also  showed  that  at  Las  Ve„ 

station  to  Earner  Valley,  the  combinations  of  a  very  stab 
station  10  „,,,thwest  quadrant  occurred  less  than 

case  and  flow  from  the  southwest  qua 
one  half  day  per  year  at  1500  feet  above  ground  level. 

3    The  possibility  that  the  plume  under  stable  conditions 

,h  -*«.  to  a  height  which  would  clear  Intervening  terrain 

Tr  it   tansport  t   Zion  National  Park  is  s.own  to  be  clearly 

"realonable  bPy  data  gathered  in  the  tracer  study.   The  weather 
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that  causes  a  stable  case  to  occur,  also  causes  a  significant 
drainage  flow.  When  this  drainage  flow  occurs,  the  Warner- 
Valley  Generating  Station  plume  will  be  trapped  in  a  flow 
away  from  Zion  some  1500  to  2000  feet  below  the  altitude  necessary 
for  it  to  be  transported  toward  the  Class  I  area  without  encounter- 
ing intervening  terrain. 

In  conclusion,  to  make  an  assumption  that  a  stable  plume 
caa  be  transported  directly  to  Zion  National  Park  in  the  visibility 
analysis,  is  to  be  considering  a  scenario  that  may  never  occur. 
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North  American  Weather  Consultants,  Nevada  Power  Company 

Response  88B-1 

Refer   to  the  Air  Quality  sections   in  Chapter  4  of  the  final   EIS   for  a 
discussion  of  your  analysis. 
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REVIEW    OF    THE    SOCIOECONOMIC    COMPONENT    OF    THE    ALLEN-WARNER   VALLEY 
REVIEW    or         ^ERGV    SySTEM    DRATT    ENVIRONMENTAL    STATEMENT 


INTRODUCTION  AND  APPROACH 


This  report  Is  a  review  of  the  socioeconomic  (SE)  element  of  the  Allen- 
Warner  Valley  Energy  Systen  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS).  The 
SE  element  of  the  DEIS  was  drawn  from  a  report  prepared  by  Centaur  Associates. 
lnc     .  ^Moecononlc    I-p.-t.    of    the    Proposed   Allen-Warner  Valley   En.r.y 

Svsteo.  Da.es  *  Moore  examined  the  Centaur  document  and  other  existing 
I^mTnts  that  describe  the  study  area  and  various  components  of  the  proposed 
energy   system   as  part  of   the  review. 

Comments  on  the  SE  element  of  the  DEIS  are  presented  In  three  parts:  general 
comments,  analysis  of  baseline  information,  and  analysis  of  methodology. 
General  comments  review  reference  to  mitigation  measure,  and  the  use  of  data 
to  describe  the  SE  characteristics  of  the  study  area.  Comment,  on  the  base- 
line information  presented  in  text  include  the  analysis  of  factual  Information 
and  the  identification  of  incorrect  and  misleading  conclusion,  that  have  been 
drawn  fro.  the  data.  Comments  on  the  analy.is  of  methodology  include  review 
of  methodologies  and  modelling  technique,  that  have  been  used  Co  generate 
future   SE  characteristics  described   in   the   impact   ..ction  of   th.  DEIS. 

I.        General   Comments 


A.      Reference    to  Mitigation  Measures 


The  DEIS  lacks  ,  succinct  description  of  long-term  and  short-term  impact, 
that  may  result  from  the  proposed  project.  Additionally,  related  possi- 
ble mitigation  measures  for  both  type,  of  impact,  have  not  been  presented 
in  the  DEIS.  Instead,  conclu.ion.ry  paragraph,  have  been  integrated  into 
the  impact  .ectlon.  of  text  which  vaguely  d.,crlb«  po.slbl.  .hort-.nd 
iong-term  environmental  consequence,  of  th.  proposed  and  "alternative 
action,.        However,    there    are    no    ..p.r.te.    co.pr.hen.lv.    di.cu..lon    of 
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these  topics,  or  mitigation  measures,  for  Impacts  that  may  result  from 
the   proposed   project. 

B.        Use   of   Data 

The  data  that  have  been  used  to  describe  the  baseline  SE  characteristics 
of  the  three  county  study  area  includes  only  1978  data  which  is  sum- 
marized in  Tables  1  through  9  in  Appendix  10  of  the  DEIS.  By  employ- 
ing only  data  from  one  year  in  a  region's  baseline  description  of  SE 
characteristics,  the  capabilities  or  incapabilities  of  an  area  to 
absorb  additional  growth  cannot  be  identified.  For  instance,  supposing  a 
community's  population  was  4,000  in  1970  and  the  preliminary  1980  census 
figures  show  a  decline  in  population  of  107..  Presumably,  a  portion  of 
the  housing  that  accomodated  that  102  of  the  population  might  be  avail- 
able to  accomodate  future  growth.  Conversely,  if  the  same  community's 
population  increased  between  1970  and  1980  there  would  presumably  be  a 
shortage  of  housing  and  future  population  growth  would  not  easily  be 
accomodated.  Therefore,  in  view  of  the  fact  historical  data  for  the 
study  area  was  not  considered  as  part  of  the  Impact  analysis,  the  analy- 
sis  is  misleading   and    Inaccurate. 


II.      Analysis   of    Baseline   Information 

This  section  of  the  report  is  a  detailed  review  and  analysis  of  the 
baseline  data  that  has  been  presented  in  the  "setting"  portions  of  the 
DEIS.  It  is  the  understanding  of  Dames  4  Moore  that  the  current  data 
presented  In  the  report  was  the  best  information  available  at  the  time 
the  SE  element  was  prepared.  Therefore,  Dames  &  Moore's  comments  are 
primarily  limited  to  the  presentation  of  the  data  In  text  and  Identify 
Incorrect  and/or  misleading  conclusions  which  have  been  drawn  from  the 
data  presented.  One  obvious  omission  in  the  presentation  of  all  of  the 
baseline  data  Is  the  lack,  of  comparisons  of  local  to  statewide  SE  trends 
to  give  the  reader  a  perspective  of  regional  growth  trends.  Comments  in 
this  section  of  the  report  are  presented  in  four  parts:  population, 
employment  and    income,    services,    and   quality  of   life. 


Dames  and  Moore,   Nevada  Power  Company,  San  Francisco,  California 

Response  88C-1 

Mitigations  consist  of  actions  which  can  be  adopted  and  carried  out  by 
BLM  as  opposed  to  those  measures  which  would  essentially  be  suggested  to  or 
originated  by  other  jurisdictions  to  perform.  BLM  has  very  little  authority 
to  affect  mitigating  actions  on  non-BLM  lands  (i.e.,  private  lands)  where 
socioeconomic  impacts  are  actually  most  likely  to  occur.  Impacts  have  been 
portrayed  as  they  are  projected  to  occur  over  the  course  of  the  proposed 
project   rather   than   arbitrarily   delineated   as  "short  ter»"  or  "long  ter«". 


Response  B8C-2 

To  reflect  your  comment,  the  figures  for  baseline  data  and  projections 
contained  in  Appendix  11  are  revised  using  Preliminary  1980  Census  figures 
and  incorporating  historic  trends.  For  text  revisions,  see  the  Socioeco- 
nomics section  of  Chapter  3  in  the  final   EIS. 
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1,       Geographical  Subunlts 


Oi.eussion  of   population  characteristics   for  the   counties  comprising 
the   stud,  area:   Kane  an,  Uashlngton  counties    (Utah,    and  "at,  Count 
Nevada),     have     been    presented    In    text    with    reference    to    undefined 
geographical    subunlts    within    each    county.       These    subunlts    are 
Identified    as    the   Us   Vega,   Valley   area    CClarx    County),    St.    George 
area    (Washington    County)    and   Kane   County   comities.       Since    these 
areas   cooprlse    only   portions    of    each   county   within    the    st.dy    area 
without    definition    the    reader    has    no    »eans    for    «««*-«£ 
between    data    representing    countywide    and     local    SE    trends.       Add 
tlonally,    data    representing    the    geographic    subunlts    have    not    ben 
defined    In  Table   1.    Appendix    10:      "Baseline  Population  »»**"*-> 
198O-202O,-    where    the    reader    .ay    expect    to    look    to    find    which 
comities    within    each    county    cooprise     the    geographic    subunlts. 


ReSP°The  text  is  changed  to  define  geographic  areas  of  concern,  as  shown  in 
the  Southern  Utah  and  Southern  Nevada  Regions  section  of  Socioeconomics  in 
Chapter  3  of  the  final   EIS. 


An-ual  Growth  Rates 

a  General.       Description   of    annual    growth  rates   are   used    to 

reporT^al  estimated  population  increases  of  a  particular 
area  for  a  given  ti*e  span,  generally  at  five  year  intervals 
annual  growth  rates  presented  In  text,  due  to  the  lac,  of 
historical  data,  are  representative  of  only  a  two  year  1. 
span  between  1978  and  1980.  The  annual  growth  rate,  identified 
U  the  report,  therefore,  are  not  representative  of  established 
county  or  regional   trends. 

During    this    review,    it    was   discovered    that    the    population 
figure,    presented    in   Table    1    (Appendix    10)    do   not    support 
th      annua!    growth    rate,    presented    In    text    and    do  .not    aecoun 
for  seasonal  population  fluctuations  that  result  fro*  tr.n.lent 
.tudent  populations  and   second  ho*.  r.,ldent,. 


Response  88C-4  .  ,        . 

The  text  is  revised  to  incorporate  more  historic  data  in  the  narrative, 

as  shown  in  the  Population  section  of  Socioeconoaics  in  Chapter  3  of  the 
final  EIS. 


The  Population  section  of  Socioeconomics  in  Chapter  3  and  Appendix  11  in 
the  final  EIS  are  revised  to  include  base  years  from  which  growth  rates  were 
derived.  These  were  inadvertently  omitted  fron  the  draft  EIS. 
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b.  Southwestern  Utah  Region.  The  text  (page  3-31)  Identifies 
the  annual  growth  rates  of  "most  communities  In  the  (south- 
western Utah]  region  of  «  to  7  percent  per  year."  Annual 
growth  rates  that  may  be  calculated  from  the  figures  for  the 
communities    shown    in    Table     1,    Appendix     10,     are    shown    below. 


County/City 


1978 


X  increase 
1980    1978-1980 


4,200 


Alton 
Glendale 
Kanab 
Orderville 


40 

55 

280 

173 

2,330 

3,041 

520 

3  68 

+4 

-4 
+3 
-3 


rO 


Washington 
Hurricane 
Ivins 
La  Verkin 
Leeds 
St.   George 
Santa   Clara 
Toquerville 
Washington 


20,600 


21,384 


+4 


1,960 

2,023 

413 

442 

000 

9  5'. 

280 

290 

9,930 

10,946 

440 

726 

300 

366 

1,510 

2,243 

+3 

+7 

+8 

44 

+10 

+65 

+29 

+49 


Response  88C-6 

Refer  to  Response  88C-5  concerning  this  comment. 


The  preceding  table  Indicates  that  the  majority  of  communities 
in  Washington  Conty  experienced  higher  growth  rates  than  were 
Indicated  in  text  (4  to  7  percent).  Therefore,  the  statement 
In  text  is  inaccurate  and  are  not  supported  by  the  baseline 
data. 


It    1»    also    important    to    note    that    the    annual    growth   rates,    as 
defined    in    text    refer    to  £e£  year   growth   rates.       In   view 
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of  this  It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  growth  rates  for  the 
t«o  year  Interval  shown  In  the  previous  table  are  not  represen- 
tative of  the  annual  £er  vear  growth  rate  of  4  to  7  percent 
that  1.  presented  In  text.  If  the  data  were  consistent  the  two 
year  growth  rates  presented  In  the  baseline  data  would  range 
frotn   8    to    M    percent-double    the    annual    per    year    growth    rates. 

c.  Las  Vegas  Vallev  Area,  Nevada.  Population  figures  for 
Clark  "county,  Nevada  are  referred  to  In  text  as  beelng  those 
for  the  Las  Vegas  Valley  area.  This  reference  Is  problematical 
.inc.  communities  In  Clark  County,  Nevada,  that  comprise  the 
La.  Vega.  Valley  area  are  not  provided  In  text  or  In  Table  1, 
Appendix  10.  In  fact,  the  estimated  1980  population  figure  for 
thl.  area  presented  In  text  (608,000)  exceeds  that  presented  in 
the  baseline  Appendix  10  for  Clark  County  by  134,515  or  by  28 
percent.  Additionally,  annual  growth  rate  of  7  to  10  percent 
per  year  presented  in  text  is  not  verified  In  the  support  data 
or  footnoted  In  text  to  define  Its  source  of  Information. 
Therefore,  the  population  information  for  Clark  County  and  the 
La.  Vega.  are.   1.  possibly   inaccurate. 


Response  88C-7  . 

Refer  to  Response  88C-3  for  a  discussion  of  this  concern. 


B.   Employment  and  Income 


1.    Data  Base 


The  data  that  Is  presented  to  describe  the  employment  and 
income  characteristics  of  the  study  area  include  only  1980 
estimates  of  total  employment  (by  Industrial  sector)  and  total 
earnings  that  were  generated  by  each  industrial  sector. 
Of  particular  concern  is  the  omission  of  baseline  information 
breaking  out  existing  basic  and  non-basic  employment  figures 
fro*  which  economic  Impacts  can  be  estimated.  Additionally, 
there  1.  no  discussion  of  regional  trade  center.,  retail  sales, 
family    and     per    capita    Income    included     in    the    employment    and 
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Income  baseline.  Such  discussions  are  Important  in  order  that 
a  perspective  of  the  relative  importance  of  particular  com- 
munities and  economic  sectors  in  the  study  area  could  be 
identified  and  dravn  from  to  estimate  the  proposed  project's 
Impacts.  Therefore,  the  data  that  is  presented  In  the  employ- 
„nt  and  income  section  of  the  DEIS  Is  relatively  incomplete 
and  possibly  misleading. 


Response  88C-8 

While  inclusion  of  such  variables  is  desirable,  they  are  not  uniformly 
available  across  the  entire  study  area  and  were  therefore  not  used.  The 
analyses  that  were  used  were  chosen  because  of  their  applicability  to  the 
study  area  and  the  relative  abundance  of  supporting  data. 
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2.        Presentation  of  Data 

The  e=plov-ent  and  income  data  that  are  presented  in  text  are 
unidentified  as  to  the  year  and  source  and  do  not  represent 
the  support  data  presented  in  Table  2,  Appendix  10:  "Baseline 
Employment  Projections  1980-2020,"  Evidence  of  these  discrep- 
ancies in  employment  and  income  figures  are  described  in  the 
following   discussions. 

a.    Employment 

1.  Kane  County,  Utah.  On  page  3-31  of  text  It  Is  stated 
that  76  percent  of  all  employment  (790  of  1,037  jobs)  are 
In  the  trade,  services  and  government  sectors.  The 
support  figures  presented  for  these  sectors  In  Table  2, 
Appendix   10,   are   shown  below: 


Trade:  300 

Services:  300 

Government:  270 

Total  870 

Total  Employment  All  Sectors:      1,300 
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The  870  figure  Is  10  percent  higher  than  the  790  figure 
presented  In  text  and  the  percentage  of  total  Jobs  in  the 
three  primary  sectors  of  total  employment  In  all  sectors 
is  67  percent  (based  on  the  data  from  the  appendix),  9 
percent   lower   than  that   Identified    In   text. 


Response  88C-9 

Refer  to  Response  88C-3  concerning  this  comment.' 


11.  Washington  County,  Utah.  The  comparison  of  data 
presented  In  text  and  in  Table  2,  Appendix  10,  are  pre- 
sented below  for  Washington  County.  Please  note  the 
Inconsistencies. 


10 


Co 


Text 

Table   2 

Trade 

- 

2,303 

Services 

- 

1,178 

- 

1,601 

Total   of   Above 

3,840 

5,082 

Total  All  Sectors 

5,276 

7,284 

Percent  Total 

76 

70 

Response  88C-10 

This  comment  1s  discussed  in  Response  88C-3. 
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1U.  Clark  County,  Nevada.  Consistent  with  the  popu- 
lation section  of  the  SE  element,  the  geographic  subunit 
of  Clark  County  presented  in  the  employment  and  income 
section  (the  Las  Vegas  Valley  area)  is  referred  to  in  text 
but  only  total  Clark  County  employment  and  Income  data 
appears  In  Appendix  10.  Although  the  geographic  subunit 
(as  broken  out  below)  contains  the  majority  of  communities 
in  Clark  County, presentation  of  data  in  the  DEIS  should  be 
internally  consistent  with  regard  to  the  geographic  areas 
the  data  represents. 
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CLARK  COUKTY 

las  Vegas  Valley  Area 
City  of  Las  Vegas 
North  Las  Vegas 
Ctcy  of  Henderson 
Unincorporated  Valley-  communities 
County  Balance 

City  of  Boulder 

Other  unincorporated  communities 

The  comparison  of  data  presented  in  text  and  in  Table  2, 
Appendix  10,  are  presented  below  for  Clark  County.  Please 
note  that  although  the  percent  totals  are  the  same,  there 
are  inconsistencies  between  the  two  atatlsltlca. 


Response  88C-11 

Refer  to  Response  88C-3  for  a  discussion  of  this  coament. 
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Trade 

-   . 

38,630 

Services 

- 

92,740 

Government 

- 

33,950 

Total  of  Above 

117,264 

165,320 

Total  All  Sectors 

143,110 

202,446 

Percent  Total 

81 

81 

b.  Income.       The    baseline    data    presented    in    text    describing 

the  income  characteristics  of  the  study  area  are  not  identified 
..  to  their  year  and  source  of  Information.  Table  3,  Apptndix 
10:  "Baseline  Earnings  Projections  1980-2020  (In  1977  Dol- 
lara)-  present,  what  mav  be  the  support  data  for  the  statements 
In  text.  A  comparison  between  information  presented  In  text 
and  Appendix  10  Is  presented  below  and  reveals  data  inconsL- 
tencles. 
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In  Million  Dollars  (rounded) 


Kane  County  Utah 
Trade 
Services 
Government 

Total  of  Above 
Total  All  Sectors 
Percent  of  Total 


5.8 

6.3 
70 


Table 
2.0 
3.0 
2.1 

7.1 
11.5 

61 


o 


Washington  Countv.   Utah 
Trade 
Services 
Government 

Total   of   Above 
Total   All   Sectors 
Percent  of  Total 


Clark.  County.   Nevada 
Trade 
Services 
Government 

Total   of  Above 
Total  All  Sectors 
Percent  of  Total 


- 

18.1 

- 

12.0 

— ^ 

14.2 

31.4 

34.3 

49.4 

78.8 

63 

44 

In  Billion 

Dollars  (rounded) 

Text 

Table 

- 

.41 

- 

1.25 

_ 

.41 

1.7 

2.1 

2.3 

2.7 

83 

77 

Response  88C-12 

Refer  to  Response  88C-3  concerning  this  comment. 
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Public  services  that  have  been  inventoried  in  this  portion  of  the 
SE  element  Include  water  supply,  sewage  disposal,  educational  facil- 
ities, health  care,  and  police  and  fire  emergency  services.  A  more 
complete     description     of     services     would     include     the     following     ite*.: 
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,,  Inventories  of  the  capacities  and  enrollments  of  each  of  Che 
counties'  elementary,  secondary  and  advanced  ecuatlonal  Instl- 
tutions. 

2>   inventories  of  utility  services  that  would  support  additional 


growth:   electricity,  natura 


1  gas,  and  telephone  services. 


Response  88C-13 

The  public  services  included  in  the  draft  EIS  were  initially  determined 
to  be  those  with  the  highest  potential  for  significant  impact  from  the  pro- 
ject. The  collection  of  services  analyzed  was  not  intended  to  be  a  full 
listing,  but  to  be  indicative  of  the  level  of  impact  that  could  be  antici- 
pated by  affected  communities.  See  also  Respose  88C-8. 
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1.    Use  of  Data 

AlthouSh  Tables  .  through  9  In  Appendix  10  comprise  data  that  could 
have  been  Integrated  Into  the  SE  baseline  description  of  services  of 
the  study  area,  no  reference  to  the  support  data  was  used  to  sub- 
satiate  «Ui»  U  text.  Claln,  in  text  describing  service  levels  as 
currently  experiencing  •'chronic  problem  or  close  to  problem. 
U..1.-  need  such  ouantiflcatlon  so  that  these  sorts  of  statements 
would  not  appear  unnecessarily  subjective  or  possibly  Inaccurate 
Insofar  as  the  identification  of  local  planning  agencies  roles  and 
program    to    improve    community    infrastructures    that    accomodate 

^r.pectlve    of     the    region's    growth    capabilities    is    not    presented 
LLlon    of    these    and    the    region's    various    service    districts    an 
communities'     bonding    capacities    would    be     appropriate     so     chat     th 
region',    capacity    for    growth    could    be    accurately    assessed    In 
impact   section. 

1  *h    inrsl     government    officials 
Dames    .    Moore's    communication    with    local    gove 

..presenting    the    southwestern    ,tah    region    reveaied    that   confl 

formation     existed     for     recent     inventories     of     the     area   s       ubllc 

.ervlce,    including    water    supply,    -wage    disposal    and    capacities    o 

educational      Institutions.  The     official,     representing     UM     - 

Washington     counties     agreed,     however,     that     th.     current 

.taffing     for     pollc.     and     fir,     emergency     .ervlcea     were,    marg   nil 

.d.,uate     to    support    chair    curr.nc    populations.       D-e.    *    »oo« 

clnlc.tlon  wlch  representee,  of  Clar,  Councy.  Nevada,   r.ve.led 


Response  88C-14 

The  text  is  revised  to  reflect  your  comment  in  the  Services  section 
under  Southern  Utah  and  Southern  Nevada  Regions  in  Socioeconomics,  Chapter  3 
of  the  final   EIS.     . 


Response  88C-15 

These  concerns   are  addressed.      See  especially  the  footnotes  to  tables  4 
through  9  of  Appendix  11  in  the  final  EIS. 
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that  the  unqualified  profile  of  services  for  that  county  was 
generally  a  good  qualitative  summation  of  the  County's  existing 
public   services. 

The  concluslonary  statement  In  text  (page  3-32)  describing  services: 
"most  lnfrastructural  services  In  both  regions  are  presently 
adequate"  conflicts  with  various  statements  describing  services  In 
individual    counties    as    "Inadequate"    or    having    "chronic    problems." 


Response  88C-16 

Refer  to  Response  88C-14  for  •  discussion  of  this  concern. 


Quality  cf  Life 
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Statements  describing  the  region's  quality  of  life  are  vague  and  unsub- 
stantiated as  there  is  no  obvious  data  base  from  which  these  statements 
could  be  derived.  Reference  to  "large  population  migrations  into 
southern  Utah"  are  made  in  text  (page  3-32)  but  the  reasons  for  these 
migrations  are  unidentified  other  that  the  region's  "rural  setting." 
Whether  these  migrations  of  populations  are  in  fact  transitory  or  perma- 
nent should  be  Identified  so  that  an  accurate  description  of  the  area's 
quality  of  life  could  be  estimated:  Is  the  area  a  nice  place  to  visit 
but  not  to  live?  Discussion  of  per  eapita  income  would  provide  a  basis 
from  which  the  poverty  or  affluence  levels  may  be  evaluated  for  the  three 
county   region. 


Response  88C-17 

Descriptions  of  "quality  of  life"  are  necessarily  vague  because  of  the 
lack  of  definitive  quality  of  life  criteria  and  very  diverse  opinions  as  to 
what  constitutes  quality.  Therefore,  an  accurate  description  of  the  area's 
quality  of  life  cannot  be  quantified. 


III.  Analysis  of  Methodology 


This  section  of  the  report  Is  presented  In  two  components:  1)  the 
analysis  of  methodologies  that  were  employed  to  generate  baseline  projec- 
tions depleting  estimated  growth  rates  of  the  no  project  alternative  and 
2)  the  analysis  of  methodologies  that  were  employed  to  generate  estimated 
growth  rates  resultant  of  the  proposed  project  and  alternative  develop- 
ments. 
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A.    Baseline  Methodologies 


18 


1.   Population 

The  baseline  population  projections  presented  In  the  DEIS  Appendices 
10  (setting)  and  17  (impacts)  depict  estimated  growth  rates  for  the 
«tudy  area  without  the  developoent  of  the  proposed  project.  The 
figures  for  Clark  County,  Nevada,  presented  In  the  report  were 
generated  by  the  Clark  County  Department  of  Comprehensive  Planning 
for  the  years  19S5-200C.  The  figures  for  Kane  and  Washington 
counties  In  Utah  were  developed  by  the  Utah  State  Planning  Coordi- 
nator's Office  for  the  years  1985-1990  by  utilizing  the  Utah  Process 
»nd   Economic   and  Demographic   (UPED)   model. 

Centaur  Associates  developed  baseline  projections  for  the  balance  of 
the  time  frames  for  each  county  through  the  year  2020  by  employing 
linear  extrapolation.  Since  the  assumptions  for  the  population 
projection  models  employed  by  the  local  and  state  jurisdictions  are 
unknown  It  is  possible  that  there  Is  an  inconsistency  between  these 
and    the    linear    extrapolation   used    by    Centaur    Associates,    inc. 


Response  88C-18 

To  reflect  your  comment,  the  projections  are  changed  to  cover  the  years 
1980  to  2000.  See  the  revised  tables  in  Appendixes  11  and  17  in  the  final 
EIS. 


2.        Eciploy^ent   and    Incooe 

The  economic  projections  that  appear  in  the  baseline  for  Kane  and 
Washington  counties,  Utah,  were  developed  by  the  UPED  model  as  were 
the  population  projections,  and  are  therefore  Internally  consistent. 
However,  the  economic  projections  that  are  presented  In  the  DEIS  for 
Clark  County,  Nevada,  were  developed  by  the  Nevada  Governor's  Office 
of  Planning  Coordination  which  employed  Nevada's  Demographic  and 
Economic  Impact  .Model,  a  different  source  than  that  for  the  popula- 
tion projections.  It  is  unclear  from  the  Centaur  support  document 
whether  the  assumptions  used  by  the  Clark  County  Department  of 
Comprehensive  Planning  In  their  population  projections  are  compat- 
ible   with    those    from   which    the    economic    projections    were    derived. 
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It  can  only  be  assumed  chat  there  IS  a  possibility  chat  Che  two 
methodologies  are  Incompatible  and  chac  Che  resulcing  populacion  and 
economic  growth   trend    estimates   are   noc  mucually  suppordve. 


Response  88C-19 

Since  baseline  projections  involve  no  manipulations  of  either  demogra- 
phic model,  simply  a  reporting  of  results,  such  potential  incompatibility 
does  not  exist. 


Projecced  demand  for  public  services  were  developed  by  using  mulcl- 
pliers  reflective  of  escablished  scandards  of  per  capita  service 
requirements.  Errors  In  such  projections  due  to  usage  of  inaccurate 
Dulclpllers  appear  below  as  were  indicaced  to  Dames  &  Moore  In 
conversations  wich  local  government  officials. 


to 
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,.  Water   Supply.         The     household     water     allocation     used     in 

projecting  wacer  supply  demands  does  not  appear  in  any  of  the 
tables  In  Appendix  17,  although  it  does  appear  on  page  1-3  of 
text  to  be  800  gallons  per  day  per  household  allocation  for 
domestic  water  uses.  This  does  noc  Include  allocations  for 
Irrigation  and  other  uses.  According  to  Che  Utah  Board  of 
Healch  the  correct  dally  allocaclon  per  household  Is  1600 
gallons  per  day.  Therefore,  Che  projected  demand  for  water 
quoted  In  the  support  data  In  Table  5,  Appendix  17:  "Alterna- 
tives 1  and  1:  Wacer  Supply  Requirement  Impact  Projections  for 
Kane  County"  are  incorrect.  lit  should  be  noced  Chac  cables 
depiccing  wacer  supply  requirements  for  Washington  and  Clark 
Councles  do  noc  appear  in  Appendix  17.  However,  a  duplicate 
table  (Table  6)  exists  for  Kane  County.  The  numbers  that  are 
presented  in  Table  6,  however,  are  different  than  those  pre- 
sented In  Table  5.  Therefore,  It  is  unclear  which  support  data 
•  re  representative  of  Kane  County  or  each  of  the  other  cwo 
councles   chac  comprise    Che   scudy  areal. 

b.  Educational    Facilities.       The    enrollment    projections 

presenced    in  Tables   7    and    14   in  Appendix    17:      "School   Dlscrlcc 
Enrollment    and    Teacher    Impact    Projections,"     for    Kane    and 


Response  88C-20 

The  tables  in  Appendixes  11  and  17  are  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to 
reflect  your  comment. 


Response  88C-21 

The  tables  in  Appendixes  11  and  17  are  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to 
reflect  your  comment. 
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Washington  counties,  respectively,  were  based  on  the  assumption 
that  enrollment  would  remain  in  the  same  proportion  of  the  each 
county' s  population  in  the  future  as  it  was  'In  1978.  This 
proportion  is  not  identified  in  text  or  in  Tables  7  and 
14,  and  it  is  therefore  unclear  as  to  what  proportion  was  used 
to   estimate   enrollment    impacts. 

Generally  speaking,  however,  enrollment  projections  are  based 
on  projected  age  distribution  patterns  within  a  school  district 
or  local  Jurisdiction.  This  is  because  an  area's  population 
can  remain  constant  whereas  the  proportion  of  school-aged 
people  to  an  area's  total  population  can  change.  Employment  of 
models  based  on  age  distribution  trends,  then,  would  have 
resulted  in  a  ouch  more  accurate  accounting  future  school 
enrollment  than  proportion  of  enrollees  to  total  county  popula- 
tions. 

Impact   Methodologies 


Response  88C-22 

The  problems  inherent  in  projecting  "school-aged"  proportions  of  a 
population  are  equally  inherent  in  projecting  various  age  classes  within  that 
group.  As  such,  projections  utilizing  various  age  classes  rather  than  a 
single  aggregated  age  group  would  yield  only  the  appearance  of  greater  accu- 
racy, not  necessarily  greater  accuracy  itself. 


This  section  of  the  report  reviews  the  models  Centaur  Associates  used  to 
derive  population,  employment  and  Income  projections  that  describe  the  SE 
impacts  from  the  proposed  development  and  its  alternatives.  Comments  in 
this  section  are  based  on  the  presentation  of  the  methodologies  in  the 
Centaur  document  and  their  applicability  to  the  study  area  region. 
Additionally,  this  section  of  the  report  points  out  misleading  con- 
clusions that  have  been  drawn  from  the  data  projections. 

1.    Population 
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a.  Methodologies.  Population  projections  were  derived  from  a 
model  based  on  incremental  increases  of  employment  attributable 
to  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  project  and  alternatives  by  applying 
employment-to-population  ratios  derived  from  baseline  projec- 
tions   of    population    employment    from   each   county.      Incremental 
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population    increases    that    are    directly    related    to    particular 
exponents    o£    the    Allen-Warner    Valley    project    (I.e.    the    Alton 
mine)    or    alternatives   were   allocated    to    Individual   communities 
using     a     simple    gravity    model    weighted     by    estimated     driving 
times    to    the  various   project  coaponent   sites.      The   assumptions 
that    formed    the    basis    of    this    gravity    model    were    1)    that 
construction    and    operation    employees    would     live     the    shortest 
stance     fro*     the     project     sites    and    2)     that     the    communities 
closest    to    the    project    sites    could   accomodate    the    growth. 
Clearly,    these    assumptions    are    In   conflict   with    the   described 
availability  of    services  to   accomodate  growth  in  the  SE  setting 
of  the  DEIS.      An  exaaple  of   this  descrepancy  is  provided   in   the 
following  discussion. 

The  services  of   Kane  County,   Utah,   are  described   in  the   setting 
baseline  (page  3-31)   as: 

center  of   the  county)   and  water  supply. 

Actual  increments  of  growth  attributable  to  the  project  as 
presented  in  Table  1.  Appendix  17  are  shown  below  for  the  time 
frame   1980-1985. 

1985  1985  % 

mo     No  Project     With  Project  Increase  Increase 


Alton 
Clendale 
Kanab 

Ordervllle 
Kane   County 


5  5 
173 

3,041 
368 

4,200 


49 
157 

3,335 

329 

4,500 


124 

689 

4,712 

1,011 

7,166 


75 
532 

1,377 
682 

2,666 


61 

77 
29 
68 
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It  is  Important  to  note  that  Kanab,  which  has  been  identified 
in  text  as  having  Inadequate  services  to  accomodate  growth  has 
been  alloted  52  percent  of  the  total  estimated  growth  between 
1980  and  1985.  However,  more  importantly,  48  percent  of  the 
total  growth  in  Kane  County  for  the  same  time  span  has  been 
distributed  between  the  county's  smallest  communities  that  are 
less    equlped    than    Kanab    to    accomodate    population    growth. 

Other  inconsistencies  with  regard  to  estimated  population 
growth  include:  1)  the  annual  growth  rates  presented  in  text 
(page  4-62)  are  not  supported  by  the  data  presented  in  Table  1, 
Appendix  17  (as  summarized  above)  and  2)  the  growth  rates 
presented  in  text  on  page  4-62,  although  consistent  with  the 
gravity  model  employed  by  Centaur  to  estimate  population 
distribution,  are  contrary  to  the  distribution  patterns  pre- 
sented in  the  support  data  from  Table  1,  Appendix  17.  Th. 
figures   from  page  4-62   of  DEIS  text  are  shown  below: 


Alton 
Glendale 
Kanab 
Orderville 
KA!iE  County 


31 
68 
8 
41 
12 


The  text  figures  Identify  Clendale,  the  community  closest  to 
the  proposed  mine  site,  as  absorbing  the  majority  of  total 
growth  between  1980  and  1985  by  an  annual  rate  of  68  percent. 
Clearly,  this  application  of  the  gravity  model  used  by  Centaur 
reveals  its  insensitivity  to  the  existing  SE  conditions  of  one 
of  the  counties  in  the  study  area.  The  results  of  the  model 
also  display  inconsistencies  between  annual  growth  rate  data 
presented  In  text  and  the  support  data.  The  68  percent  annual 
or  per  year  growth  rate  for  Clendale  equate,  to  a  340  percent 

increase  in  total  population  between  1980  and  1985.  wh.r...  th. 

.upport  data  in  Appendix  17  Indicate  a  total  77  percent  in- 

crease  for  the  same  time  frame. 
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Only  one  growth  scenario  »as  presented  In  the  DEIS:  the  worst 
case  condition  which  assumes  uncontrolled  growth  that  would 
occur  in  small  communities  which  are  located  "  closest  to  the 
proposed  project  sites.  Other  scenarios  such  as  dispersed 
growth,  concentrated  growth  and  the  development  of  new  commun- 
ities would  be  appropriate  since  the  application  of  growth 
management  techniques  can  aid  in  the  mitigation  of  growth 
impacts. 

b.  Presentation  of  Data.  The  projected  population  impact, 
attributable  to  the  proposed  project  are  presented  In  text  in 
terns  of  annual  growth  rates.  The  term  "annual"  is  undefined 
in  text  and  it  is  unclear  whether  the  term  is  used  synonymously 
with  that  defined  as  "per  year"  in  the  setting  baseline. 
Drawing  from  the  inconsistencies  presented  previously  for  Kane 
County  please  note  that  the  annual  growth  rates  presented  In 
text  between  1980  and  1985  are  incompatible  with  the  total 
population  Increases  derived  from  the  support  data  In  Table  1, 
Appendix  17,  as  shown  below: 


Alton 
Clendale 
Kanab 

Orderville 
Kan*  County 


Percent 
Annual  Growth 
Rates  Between 
1980  and  1985 

(text) 

31 
60 
8 
*1 
12 


Percent 

Total  Increase 

Between  1980 

and  1985 

(Table  1) 

6! 

77 

29 

GO 


Response  88C-23 

It  is  incorrect  to  assert  that  the  gravity  type  model  utilized  to  pro- 
ject population  distribution  impacts  assumes  that  workers  "would  live  the 
shortest  distance  from  the  project  sites."  Projections  are,  in  fact,  made  on 
the  basis  of  a  combination  of  both  existing  populations  in  surrounding  areas 
as  well  as  travel  times.  Also,  the  model  makes  no  presumption  about  the 
capacities  of  surrounding  communities  to  accommodate  growth.  Such  considera- 
tions are  made  outside  the  gravity  model  and  for«  the  basis  for  impact  anal- 
ysis. 

Population  impact  projections  are  revised  to  reflect  your  comment  in 
table  1  of  Appendix  17  in  the  final  EIS. 


Response  88C-24 

The  text  is  revised  to  reflect  your  comment.  See  the  Population  sec- 
tions in  Socioeconomics,  Chapter  4,  and  table  1  of  Appendix  17  in  the  final 
EIS. 
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Employment    and    Income 

a.      Methodologies.      Established   Incremental   ratios   of   new  basic 
to    non-basic    employment    for    each    county    were    used    as    the 
multipliers    to    project     the     employment    and     Income     impacts    of 
the    Allen-Warner    Valley    project    In    the    study    area.      These 
multipliers    were    developed    by    utilizing    historic    economic 
growth    trends    to     identify    ratios    of     incremental     basic    to 
non-basic     employment.        Application    of     the     employment    multi- 
pliers  as   described    in    the   Centaur    report    resulted    In   a    single 
aggregate    figure    for    indirect   employment    In   each  county.      This 
aggregate    was     then    distributed    among    Indirect    employment 
sectors    (construction,    TOJ-,    trade,    FIRE*,    services   and   govern- 
ment)   according    to   their   respective   proportional   representation 
in    projected     baseline     employment     in     each    county.        From     the 
results  of   this  breakdown    in  data,   multipliers  were   assigned    to 
each    of    the    three    counties    which    define    the    ratio    of    new 
Indirect    employment    created    In    a    county    as    a    result    of    a    new 
direct    job    created    in    one    of    the    other    counties.       These    are 
presented   in  the   following    table. 


New  Indirect 

employment 

resulting  from 

one  new  direct 

job  in  Kane 

County 


New  indirect    New  indirect 

employment       employment 

resulting  from   resulting  from 

one  new  direct   one  new  direct 

job  in  Washington   job  in  Clark 

County County 


Kane  County 
Washington  County 
Clark  County 


.4 

.2 


1.1 


TCU  -  Trade  Communications  and   Utilities 
FIKE  •  Finance,    Insurance  and   Real   Estate 


25 


28 


The  figures  In  the  preceding  table  Indicate  that  for  every 
new  direct  job  in  Kane  County  only  one  half  of  a  new  indirect 
job  will  be  created  in  the  same  county.  This  means  that, 
persons  and  businesses  In  Kane  County  are  able  to  satisfy  only 
a  portion  of  their  total  retail  needs  locally,  and  purchase  the 
remainder  In  Washington  County,  or  In  the  case  of  large  ticket 
items,  Clark  County.  Therefore,  more  indirect  jobs  are  created 
outside  of  Kane  County  than  within  it.  By  contrast  for  every 
new  direct  Job  In  Washington  County  one  whole  new  indirect  job 
would  be  created  in  the  same  county. 

The  presumption  for  this  applied  methodology  Is  that  these 
trends  are  static  and  would  remain  so  if  the  development  of  the 
project  were  realized.  This  assumption  is  unrealistic  because, 
generally  speaking,  economic  growth  demands  increase  the 
self-sufficiency  of  small  communities  such  as  Kanab.  In  other 
words,  self  sufficiency  increases  the  direct  employment  oppor- 
tunities in  relatively  undeveloped  areas  and  reduces  the  number 
of  indirect  employment  opportunities  in  comparatively  developed 
counties  (such  as  Washington  County).  Therefore,  the  suit- 
ability of  the  model  used  by  Centaur  to  estimate  the  distribu- 
tion of  indirect  employment  for  the  proposed  project  is 
questionable. 

b.  Presentation  of  Data.  One  of  the  most  significant  omis- 
sions in  the  presentation  of  employment  data  for  Kane  County  Is 
the  breakdown  and  summation  of  the  Alton  mine  and  slurry 
pipeline  construction  and  operation  employees.  These  data  are 
alluded  to  in  a  table  identifying  impacts  to  incomes  and 
earnings  In  text  but  are  not  succinctly  defined.  The  breakdown 
of  construction  and  operation  employment  figures  for  Washington 
and  Clark  counties  are  presented  In  text,  however,  the  source 
of  these  numbers  are  not  identified  in  text  or  the  support  data 
in  Appendix  17. 


A-2-18 


A-2-19 


^rz: 


A20D366 


21 


20 


ro 

vo 


3.   Services 

Description  of  services  impacts  Is  primarily  subjective  and  is 
based  on  projected  needs  described  In  the  baseline  SE  section  of  the 
DEIS.  The  methodological  assumption  used  in  describing  Impacts  is 
that  there  are  no  plans  for  expanding  public  services  In  any  of  the 
three  counties  in  the  study  area.  This  is  clearly  unrealistic  and 
nisleadlng  In  estimating  project  Impacts. 

4.   Quality  of  life 

As  Indicated  in  the  analysis  of  baseline  Information  section  o£  this 
review,  the  descriptions  of  quality  of  life  in  the  study  area  are 
subjective  and  unq.uar.tif led.  Since  there  is  no  basis  from  which  to 
estimate  impacts  on  quality  of  life  the  subject's  impact  analysis 
Is  vacuous. 

5.   Tax  Base 


Response  88C-25 

It  is  not  likely  that  sudden  population  surges  would  increase  the  self 
sufficiency  of  remote  economics  such  as  Kanab  (a  high  importer  of  retail 
goods).  The  opposite  is  more  likely  (especially  over  the  short  term)  during 
which  self  suffuciency  would  actually  be  reduced. 

Response  88C-26 

Refer  to  the  Population  Section  under  Impacts  to  Kane  County  in  Socio- 
economics, Alternative  1,  Chapter  4,  and  table  2  of  Appendix  17  of  the  final 
EIS  for  a  discussion  of  this  comment. 

Response  88C-27 

The  analysis  of  impacts  to.  services  does  not  presume  that  there  are  no 
plans  for  expansion  and  improvement  of  existing  facilities.  Local  officials 
and  association  of  government  representatives  have  expended  considerable 
effort  along  these  lines.  The  analysis  projects  instances  where  impacts 
would  occur  and  where  accommodations  would  have  to  be  made.  In  those 
instances  where  communities  do  have  plans,  the  analysis  serves  as  a  gauge  of 
their  adequacy  should  the  particular  alternative  be  implemented. 


Response  88C-28 

Refer  to  Response  88C-19  for 


discussion  of  this  concern. 


A  short  description  of  impacts  on  tax  bases  for  the  study  area 
counties  is  presented  in  the  impact  section  of  the  DEIS.  The  source 
of  the  data  that  is  presented  in  these  sections  for  each  county  is 
unreferenced  and  unidentified  as  to  the  year  it  represents,  with  the 
exception  of  the  taxing  formulae.  Without  a  setting  description  of 
this  SE  characteristic  for  the  three  counties  the  degree  of  impact 
cannot  accurately  be  assessed.  Additionally,  no  support  data  are 
presented  in  either  of  Che  SE  appendices  describing  tax  bases  for 
the  three  counties. 


Response  88C-29 

The  text  is  changed  to  reflect  this  comment. 
of  Socioeconomics  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 


See  the  Tax  Base  sections 
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IV.   List  of  Contacts 

Jay  Carlson,  Planner 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1579  Sorth  Main  Street 
Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 

Richard  Holmes 

Chief  of  the  Environmental  Planning  Division 

300  S.  4th  Street 

Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89101 

Ronald  McArthur 

Washington  County  School  District 

St.  George,  Utah 

mre"orCofCpubllc   utilities  -  City  of   Saint  George 
St.   George,    Utah 

Michael   Soel,   Lands   and  Realty   Specialist 

Bureau  of   Land   Management 
Kanab,   Utah 

John  Williams,    Executive   Director 
Five  County  Association  of   Governoents 
tanab,   Utah 
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STATEMENT  OF 
PACIFIC  f,AS  ANT)  ELECTRIC  COKgAgY 
IN  SUPPORT  OF  FULL  PARTICIPATION  IN  THE 
AT.T.F.N-WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM 


April  1«,  1980 


APPENDIX  3 


II 


STATEMENT  OF  PACIFIC  GAS  AND  ELECTRIC  COMPANY 

IN  SUPPORT  OF  FULL  PARTICIPATION 

IN  THE  ALLEN-WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM 

Staff  of  this  Connission,  by  memorandum  dated  April  7,  1980, 
has  urged  that  this  Commission  recommend  to  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission,  in  CPUC  licensing  proceeding  No.  59303,  that  statewide 
there  is  only  a  need  for  1609  Hw  of  the  proposed  Allen-Warner  Valley 
Energy  System  Project  (AWVES)  and  that  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric 
Company  (PGandE)  needs  only  524  Mw  of  that  amount  by  1991. 

In  response  to  request  of  this  Commission,  PGandE  submits 
this  statement  in  support  of  its  full  participation  in  the  Allen- 
Warner  Valley  Energy  System  Project. 

I 

THE  FLEXIBLE  PROCESS  SET  FORTH  IN  THE 

BIENNIAL  REPORT  ALLOWS  THE  COMMISSION  TO 

TAKE  MORE  THAN  ONE  APPROACH  TO  MEET  NEEDED  SUPPLY 

The  1979  Biennial  Report  1/  professes  to  provide  policy 

makers  with  a  set  of  options  to  meet  all  legitimate  electricity 

requirements  and  to  displace  50  percent  of  current  oil  and  gas  use 

by  utilities  (1979  Biennial  Report,  page  1).   What  is  presented  is  a 

preferred  supply  strategy  to  meet  project  growth,  which  constitutes 

a  target  or  goal  which  impliedly  may  not  be  fully  attained.   "The 

degree  to  which  the  actual  mix  approaches  the  preferred  scenario  to 

meet  California's  needs  depends  on  the  commitment  of  the  state  and 

utilities  to  alternative  energy  sources."   (page  3).  2/ 


THE  APPROACH  TO  ACTUAL  FINAL  SUPPLY  MIX 

IS  TO  BE  DETERMINED  AS  EACH 

SUPPLY  OPPORTUNITY  IS  PRESENTED 

The  flexibility  of  the  offered  supply  strategy  Is  to 

allow  the  Commission  on  a  case-by-case  basis  to  consider  the 

uncertainties  and  availabilities  of  the  resources  in  an  applicant's 

supply  plan: 

"We  should  not  overemohasize  the  importance  of 
the  effect  of  a  1.8  percent  annual  growth  rate 
as  ODposed  to  higher  or  lower  forecasts  .... 
By  1991,  the  differences  become  more  significant, 
but  their  effect  en  assess-ents  of  need  for 
individual  plants  will  Probably  be  less  important 
than  the  colicy  decis ions  we  make  about  fuel 
selections,  oil  displacement  and  resource 
Imitations.   Final  decisions  about  incremental 
facilities  needed  will  not  be  made  during  this 
regulatory  period.   These  decisions  will  probably 
be  based  on  our  assessment  of  demand  and  other 
need  factors  in  our  next  Biennial  Report  (Pages 
41-42,  Emphasis  added). 

Under  such  strategy,  the  limitations  or  unavailabilities  of  listed, 

planned  resources  of  a  utility  can  be  reviewed  repeatedly  as  each 

current  case  is  processed,  thus  taking  into  account  at  each  decision 

point  the  uncertainties  of  the  remainder  of  a  utility  supply  plan. 

It  is  significant  that,  contrary  to  the  effect  of  the 

Staff  analysis,  the  Commission  in  its  Biennial  Report  seeks  to  avoid 

the  specifications  of  a  supply  plan  for  a  utility  consistent  with  the 


1/  All  references  to  1979  Biennial  Report  unless  otherwise  stated. 

2/  State  involvement  is  defined  to  include  action  of  the  Legislature 
as  well  as  the  executive  branch. 
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requirements  of  Section  25323  of  the  Public  Resources  Code.  3/ 

Rather  than  requiring  a  rigid  supply  plan,  the  report  acknowledges 

the  prudence  of  having  in  the  regulatory  process  more  projects  than 

ultimately  may  be  required.   "To  add  further  flexibility  and  reliability 

to  the  systen"  the  report  finds  the  need  for  2(100  Hw,  on  a  contingent 

basis,  of  combustion  turbine  peaking  facilities  as  a  hedne  "against 

the  possibility  that  coal-fired  and  other  facilities  outside 

California  nay  be  delayed  or  cancelled."   (pages  49-50). 

Ill 

THE  BIENNIAL  REPORT  ACKNOWLEDGES 
THAT  THE  EMPLOYMENT  OF  PREFERRED  RESOURCES  IS  UNCERTAIN 
AND  THAT  CONVENTIONAL  GENERATION  WILL  BE  NEEDED 
TO  ENSURE  DEMAND  IS  MET 

The  Commission,  realistically,  has  acknowledged  that 

limitations  and  uncertainties  exist  which  may  preclude  preferred 

alternatives  from  being  employed  as  originally  planned  or  hoped. 

"The  timing  of  a  transition  to  these  resources, 
however,  is  sufficiently  uncertain  to  warrant  a 
continued  though  declining  reliance  on  conventional 
energy  resources  throuoh  the  year  2000.   In  short 
a  mixed  strategy  is  both  preferable  and  necessary. " 
"page  307  Em.pr.asis- added  )  . 

"Durina  the  transition  to  these  options,  we  must  obtain 
and  accrove  adequate  conventional  supplies  to  cover 
our  interim  energy  needs .   Even  after  diligent 
conservation  efforts,  these  basic  needs  will  be 
substantial."   (pages  35-37,  Emphasis  added). 


3/  The  Commission  process  contemplates  review  of  the  status  of  a 
~  utility's  supply  plan  on  each  supply  submittal.   Fven  though 
professed  net  to  be  supDly  planning  by  the  Staff  (R.T.  p.  60, 
1.  2-10),  ERCDC  proceeding  of  April  9,  1980),  the  effect  of 
treating  at  this  point  in  time  all  "preferred"  resources 
listed  in  a  utility  supply  plan  as  necessarily  being  available 
is  to  specify  a  supply  plan  in  violation  of  the  prohibition 
of  PRC  «  25323.   Under  the  Staff  method,  either  a  utility 
guarantees  implementation  of  a  preferred  supply  plan  or  it 
receives  no  approval  of  any  alternative  thereto. 
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Contrary  to  the  analysis  of  the  Staff,  the  Biennial  Report 
specifically  acknowledges  uncertainties  regarding  cogeneration  and 
geothermal.   The  Staff  at  this  point  in  time  has  assumed  that  by 
1991,  all  geothermal  and  all  coneneration  listed  in  PGandE's  supply 
plan  will  necessarily  be  in  operation.   4/ 

The  Biennial  Report,  in  contrast,  points  out  that, 
"Cogeneration  is  currently  inhibited  by  federal  fuel  use  restrictions." 
(page  45).   The  uncertainty  of  the  1002  Hw  of  cogeneration  (1122  Mw 
including  solid  waste)  that  is  counted  by  the  Staff  as  firs,  is 
further  reinforced  by  the  fact  that  the  contracts  for  what  is 
contemplated   to  amount  to  24  projects  must  be  negotiated  and  signed. 
In  addition,  for  each  project,  satisfaction  of  local  air  quality 
requirements  remains  an  uncertainty. 

With  regard  to  geothermal,  which  the  Staff  has  assumed 
to  be  firm,  only  5  Mw  of  the  655  (corrected)  Mw  attributed  to 
PGandE-s  future  capacity  has  an  energy  source.   That  5  Mw  is 
associated  with  "Wild  Well".   The  source  of  the  hot  water  geothermal 
plant,  or  the  sources  for  Geysers  19  through  24  have  yet  to  be  drilled 

and  proven. 

In  this  regard,  the  Biennial  Report  has  acknowledged  the 
uncertainty  of  having  adequate  steam  as  well  as  the  difficulty  in 
satisfying  air  quality  requirements: 


<p«2  SO  .Such  policy  encourages  preferred  energy  sources   but 
irine  same  time,  avoids  risking  an  inadequate  energy  supply. 
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"The  full i  long-term  potential  for  geothermal 
development  cannot  be  estinated  with  certainty. 
Expanded  development  of  geothermal  stean  in  The 
Geysers  area  depends  on  the  pace  of  exploration 
and  the  success  of  new  hydroqen  sulfide  control 
measures  which  are  being  tested  at  new  PGsE 
geothermal  facilities."   (page  45). 

Given  the  uncertainties  of  the  "preferred"  resources  which 

are  not  even  in  a  licensing  phase  at  this  time,  it  makes  sense  to 

determine  the  need  for  the  major  base  load  facility  that  is  first  in 

time. 

IV 

APPROPVAL  OF  THE  FULL  SHARE  OF  PGandE'S  INTEREST 

WILL  BE  NECESSARY  TO  ACHIEVE  50  PERCENT  REDUCTION 

IN  EOUIVALEMT  BARRELS  OF  OIL  BY  1991 

The  Commission  has  stated  as  a  primary  siting  criteria 
the  reduction  of  50  percent  of  current  oil  or  oil  and  gas  use  by 
1991.   (pages  1,  2,  and  47).  5/ 

The  difficulty  of  reaching  50  percent  reduction  of  oil  and 
gas  is  acknowledged  to  be  contingent  on  many  factors  one  of  which 
depends  upon  whether  federal  fuel  use  restrictions  will  allow 
California  utilities  to  use  natural  gas  in  power  plants  as  a 


transitional  fuel.   (page  2).  «/   It  also  depends  upon  whether 
alternative  energy  resources  are  developed  and  whether  significant 
conservation  is  accomplished.   With  regard  to  the  latter,  the  Commission, 
as  pointed  out  above,  considers  that  even  after  diligent  conservation 
efforts,  interim  energy  needs  will  be  substantial  (pages  35-37). 

PGandE  has  conducted  a  computer  analysis  to  deternine  whether 
the  supply  plan  postulated  by  the  Staff  will  result  in  50  percent 
reduction  in  oil  burned  by  1991  on  the  PGandE  system  based  on  1979. 
We  found  that  it  does  not. 

The  computer  model  assumed  a  supply  plan  with  427  Kw  more 
than  included  In  the  Staff  analysis.   Average  hydro  conditions  were 
assumed.   Consistent  with  federal  law  and  a  likelihood  of  the  inability 
to  obtain  exemptions,  100  percent  of  the  gas  use  was  backed  out. 

The  computer  model  simulated  the  operation  of  the  PGandE 
system  for  one  year  based  upon  economic  dispatch  with  oil-fired  units 

being  employed  last. 

We  found  that  to  meet  operational  requirements  In  1991, 
25.5  million  barrels  of  oil  would  be  required.   Since  the  1979  oil 
burn  was  25  million  barrels  of  oil,  a  50  percent  reduction  would  be 
.  usage  of  12.5  rather  than  25.5  million  barels.   The  difference  of 


5/  The  Federal  Power  Plant  and  Industrial  Fuel  Use  Act  (Public  Law 
95-R20,  November  9,  1978)  prohibits  the  use  of  natural  gas  as  a 
fuel  in  existing  power  plants  on  or  after  January  1,  1990 
(Section  301(a)),  unless  an  exemption  can  be  obtained.   Serious 
question  can  be  raised  whether  exemptions  could  be  obtained  for 
45%  of  a  system,  or  any  portion,  where  the  necessity  for  such 
has  been  created  by  denial  on  the  basis  of  need  of  the  authorization 
to  construct  a  project  which  would  utilize  an   alternate  fuel. 


6/   Serious  question  also  exists  as 
-    other  exemptions.   For  example, 
burn  natural  gas  based  upon  fut 
utility  must  show  at  the  least 
fuel  at  the  end  of  the  tern  o£ 
an  exemption  may  not  exceed  10 
(2)(B)).   The  availability  of  s 
necessary  is  questioned  by  the 
"lE]ven  a  'successful'  federal 
In  major  quantities  of  synthetl 


to  the  availability  in  fact  of 
to  qualify  for  an  exemption  to 
ure  use  of  synthetic  fuels,  a 
that  it  will  have  the  synthetic 
the  temporary  exemption.   Such 
years  (extended)  (Section  311(h) 
uch  fuel  and  in  quantities 
Commission  itself  on  page  21, 
program  is  unlilkely  to  result 
c  fuels  before  the  1990's.- 
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13  million  barrels  is  equivalent  to  some  1300  Mw.   (Attachment  A). 
That  1300  Mw  alone  can  require  a  determination  that  the  need  for 
the  entire  PGandE  share  of  1045  Hw  be  authorized. 

v 

CONSIDERING  ALL  FACTORS  EFFECTING  POTENTIAL  SUPPLY 

THE  COMMISSION  HAS  DETERMINED  A  NEED  FOR  AT  LEAST  ONE  COAL  PLANT 

FOR  NORTHERN  CALIFORNIA  AND  POSSIBLY  MORE 

After  consideration  of  all  factors  in  the  Biennial  Report, 

the  uncertainties  of  all  sources  of  generation,  the  need  to  reduce  use 

of  gas  and  oil  as  a  power  plant  fuel,  this  Commission  determined: 

"There  is  a  reasonable  need  to  certify  one  coal  plant 
site  in  Northern  California  and  one  site  in  Southern 
California,  with  a  total  capacity  of  3,000  megawatts 


"There  is  a  potential  need  for  one  or  two  additional 
coal  plant  sites  totalling  2000  to  2,500  additional 
megawatts  of  coal  capacity."   (page  49,  see  also 
page  1) . 

Given  this  finding,  consistent  with  the  Biennial  Report, 

this  Commission  can  easily  find  that  the  full  share  for  PGandE  of 

1045  Mw  at  this  time  is  needed  for  Northern  California.   The  Staff, 

it  should  be  pointed  out,  has  ranked  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Project 

ahead  of  Montezuna  1  and  2  because  AWVES  is  first  in  time.   (EP.CDC 

proceeding  April  9,  1980,  p.  13,  11.  9-14,  Staff  memorandum,  April  7, 

1980,  p.  8).   If  such  be  the  case,  the  approval  of  the  need  for 

1600  Mw  of  coal  by  the  Commission  would  appear  to  allow  transfer 

of  such  determination  to  the  entire  1045  Mw  PGandE  share  of  the 

Allen-Warner  Valley  Project. 


VI 

A  NEED  DETERMINATION  FOR  PGandE  OF  0>'LY  524  MW 

OF  THE  ALLEN-WARNER  VALLEY  PROJECT  WOULD  CONSTITUTE  A»  ABUSE 

OF  DISCRETION  IN  THE  APPLICATION  OF  THE  ADOPTED  FORECAST 

As  shown  above,  consistent  with  the  philosophy  and  supply 
strategy  set  forth  in  the  Biennial  Report,  the  Commission  at  this 
time  can  properly  determine  that  there  is  a  need  by  1991  for  the 
full  share  of  1045  Mw  for  PGandE  in  the  Allen-Warren  Valley  Project. 

Should,  however,  the  Commission  take  the  position  that 
there  was  no  need  for  PGandE's  full  share,  utilizing  the  concept  of 
"maximum  capacity  additions"  (page  48),  such  action  would  constitute 
an  arbitrary  and  capricious  application  of  the  duly  adopted  forecast 
and  an  abuse  of  discretion.  1J      Irregularities  in  the  hearing 
procedure  and  record  with  regard  to  such  concept,  along  with 
discriminatory  allocation,  would  necessitate  that  PGandE  legally  be 
entitled  to  more  than  2000  Mw  of  capacity  additions  over  and  above 
that  specified  by  the  Staff  or  in  the  Biennial  Report. 

CONCLUSION 

PGandE  requests  this  Commission  to  determine  and  recommend 
to  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  in  CPUC  proceeding  No.  59308, 


7/  An  abuse  of  discretion  exists  when  an  agency  has  not  P^«ded 
"  in  the  manner  required  by  law,  the  order  or  decision  is  not 

"rted  by  the  findings,  or  the  findings  are  not  supported  by 


suppor . 

the  evidence.   CCP  S  1094.5. 
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ATTACHMENT  A 


ESTIMATED  OIL  REQUIREMENTS 
CEC  STAFF  HAWVES  PLAN 


Although  PGandE  has   not  ■"--If  Reoperation  of   the   SWffj;-   ££™   „„ 
c^re^rce'scenarlo  S?S^-xg  proposed  by'the   staff.      A 
comparison  of   the  two  plans   is  as   follows: 


Resource 

Hydro 

Pumped   Storage 

Nuclear 

Geotherraal 

Co-generation 

Coal 

Oil  and  Gas 
Gas  Turbines 
Wind 
Purchases 


Simulated  Scenario 

5601 
1130 
3128 

2052 

1250 

800 

6775 
403 
82. 

1000 


1991  Capacity  Levels . 
CEC  Start 


Essentially 
same 


2228 

1301 

524 

6397 
Essentially 

sane 


Net  Difference 


Difference 


+176 
+  51 
-276 

-378 


-427  Kw 


the  following  operation  characteristics: 


1991  Simulated  Operation 


Source 

Hydro 

Nuclear 

Geothermal 

Co-generation 

Coal 

Oil  and  Gas 

Gas  Turbines 

Pumped  Storage 

Wind 

Other 


Averac 

e  C.F. 

0. 

54 

0 

75 

0 

80 

0 

85 

0 

G5 

0 

27 

Negl. 

GWH  Produced 

26643 

20627 

14265 

8207 

4555 

16321* 

24 

-227 

520 

19 


Total 


91454 


CEC  Avg.  Year 
Planning  Load 


.BaSea  T  rv,te  < *ysr&r ly^°- \£%£^^£P? 

25.5   million  barrels   of   oil    fuel.       me    :>u  co-generation  has 

1979   is   about   12   5  -«£«.>>««£■£.  ^udedfoil   and  |as   requirements 
ri'ri^ouId^fsubstanUaliy  greater   than   the   25  million  barrel 

figure. 
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that  the  entire  1045  H«  share  of  PGandE  in  the  Allen-Warner  Valley 
Project  is  needed  to  ensure  adequate  energy  supplies  to  Northern 
California  during  a  just  commencing  evolutionary  movement  toward 
alternative  energy  sources. 

Dated:   April  16,  19B0. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

CHARLES  W.  THISSF.LL 
DAN  G.  LUBBOCK 


OS 


DAN  G.  LUBBOCK 

Attorneys  for 

PACIFIC  GAS  AND  ELECTRIC  COMPANY 


2411.22 


UTAH     INTERNATIONAL     INC. 


0^ 


rOMMIA      STRUT      .       BAN      FRANCISCO,    CA 
CAtLI     ADDDtll       UTAHINTL  •  <••■•>      •  < 


20  August  1980 


Mr.  Morgan  Jena  en 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Sox  724 

1579  North  Main  Street 

Cedar  City,  Utah   847  20 


Dear  Mr  .  Jensen: 

Artached  are  Utah  International  Inc.'s  comments  on  the  Allen- 
Warner  Valley  Energy  System  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
which  relate  to  the  environmental  effects  associated  with  mining 
the  Alton  Coal  Leases. 

While  we  have  endeavored  to  provide  clarification  and  corrections 
to  the  Draft  EIS,  we  conclude  that  consideration  of  the  Alton 
Coal  Project  is  inappropriate  at  this  time  in  light  of  the  un- 
suitability  petition  now  under  evaluation  by  the  OSM.  Utah 
International  Inc.  has  already  committed  to  provide  a  number  of 
site-specific  environmental  studies  to  the  OSM  in  August-Septem- 
ber, 1980  (see  letter  of  John  C.  Ferrell  to  OSM,  dated  July  2, 
1980,  copy  attached). 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  present  our  views  to  the  Bureau 

of  Land  Management. 


Very  truly  yours , 


JOHN  C.  FERRELL 
Project  Manager 
Alton  Coal  Development 

At  t  achment 


GENERAL  COMMENTS 


References  to  the  Alton  Coal  Project 

The  Draft  EIS  states  on  p.  1-6,  paragraph  5  that  "although  scop- 
ing meeting  responses  urged  an  intensive  evaluation  of  the  Alton 
coal  fields,  such  an  evaluation  is  not  included  in  this  analy- 
sis"  (Emphas  is  added  )  .  The  Draft  EIS  nevertheless  proceeds  to 
make  numerous  comments  regarding  the  impacts  of  mining  the  Alton 
Coal  leases.  While  the  environmental  issues  associated  with  the 
mining  of  the  Alton  Coal  Leases  deserve  careful  evaluation, 
their  consideration  in  the  Draft  EIS  is  inappropriate  and  based 
upon  insufficient  technical  data.  We  base  our  position  on  the 
following  arguments. 

First,  the  draft  correctly  describes  other  proceedings  which 
must  address  mining-related  impacts,  namely,  the  evaluation  of 
the  Alton  Coal  Field  unsuitability  petition  and  the  subsequent 
environmental  analysis  of  a  mining  and  reclamation  plan  on  the 
Alton  Coal  Leases.  The  OSM's  evaluation  of  this  petition  has 
involved  the  collection  and  review  of  data  on  r e c  1  a i mab i 1 i ty , 
effects  on  Bryce  Canyon  and  the  effects  of  mining  on  lang-tera 
productivity.  Utah  International  Inc.  has  committed  to  supply 
a  number  of  site-specific  environmental  studies  to  the  OSM  for 
their  consideration  in  the  petition  evaluation  (A  copy  of  the 
letter  is  attached).  If  the  BLM  does  not  delete  references  to 
the  Alton  Coal  Leases  in  the  Draft  EIS,  it  should  at  a  minimum 
consider  this  new  information. 


cond  ,  the  Draft  EIS  makes  incorrect  assumptions  regarding 
ning  practices  and  therefore  draws  false  conclusions  regarding 
environmental  issues.  To  cite  a  single  example,  on  p.  4-25, 
ragraph  2,  the  draft  states  that  "both  surface  and  subsurface 
ter  quality  and  quantity  would  be  adversely  affected  on  10,154 
res  of  the  mining  permit  area." 

statement  completely  ignores  sedimentation  control  prac- 
ces  that  must  be  included  in  a  mine  plan  conforming  to  OSM  per- 
rraance  standards.   The  statement  is  therefore  inconsistent  with 

tated  approach  of  the  BLM  to  consider  required  environmen- 
1  standards  of  performance  in  assessing  impacts. 


In  summary,  analysis  of  the  Alton  Coal  Project  in  the  Draft  EIS 
is  not  appropriate  in  light  of  other  proceedings  now  underway 
with  the  OSM.  Furthermore,  these  analyses  are  incomplete  and 
do  not  include  voluminous  technical  data  developed  by  the  OSM 
and  Utah  International.  Environmental  analysis  of  the  Alton 
Coal  Project  in  the  Draft  EIS  should  therefore  be  eliminated. 


Terminology 


ho 


Replace  the  word  field,  with  leaaes  in  the  Final  EIS.   This 
•hould  be  done  throughout  the  document. 


The  term 


"Alton  Coal  Field"  (emphasis  added)  refers  to  a  coal 
bearing  region  ide  n  t  iTTJd-in  H.  Doelling  and  R   Graham,  South- 
western Utah  Coal  Fields:   Alton,  Kaip.rowu.  Plateau  and  Kolob  - 
H;r-oav  i.frj,  (Utah  Geolog'ical  and  3  ine  r  a  1  ogi  c  a  1  Survey  Monograph 

Semes'  No f   1972.)    The  Alton  Coal  leases,  proposed  to  be 

mined  by  the  applicants,  comprise  only  a  portion  of  that  coal 
field. 

The  distinction  is  important  because  a  number  of  environmental 
issue,  would  be  raised  in  mining  this  larger  regvon    For  exam- 
ple, the  area  i,  not  leased.    Also,  the  Alton  Coalfield,  are 
visible  from  many  viewpoints  in  Bryce  Canyon    National  Park, 
while  only  a  portion  of  the  Alton  Coal  Lease,  can  be  seen  from  a 
single  viewpoint  in 


the  Park. 


Utah  International  Inc.,  San  Francisco,  California 

Response  89-1 

Because  the  proposed  Alton  coal  mine  is  an  integral  part  of  the  AWV 
energy  system,  it  must  be  analyzed  in  the  EIS  (see  CEQ  regulation  1502.4). 
Summaries  with  references  to  the  OSM  Southern  Utah  Petition  Evaluation  Docu- 
ment (USDE,  1980)  are  incorporated  in  the  text  of  the  final  EIS  to  reflect 
your  concern. 

Response  89-2 

Impacts  of  mining  cited  in  this  paragraph  were  paraphrased  from  the 
EMRIA  Report,  (USDI,  1975)  and  the  (USDI,  1979).  As  shown  in  Mining  in  the 
Alton  Coal  Lease  Area  of  the  Water  Resources  section  of  Chapter  4  in  the 
final  EIS,  the  text  has  been  revised  to  indicate  that  subsequent  studies  by 
OSM  have  been  completed  and  that  specific  mitigation  is  required. 

Response  89-3 

The  assessment  of  impacts  resulting  from  the  mining  of  the  Alton  coal 
lease  area  is  included  in  the  AWV  EIS  because  Section  1502.4  of  the  CEQ 
regulations  require  that  all  related  components  of  a  project  be  defined  and 
evaluated.  This  same  section  recommended  that  tiering  or  summarization  be 
used  to  avoid  duplication.  See  also  Response  22-2. 

Response  89-4 

The  text  is  changed  throughout  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  the  coament. 


SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 


i  Pace  S-5  Para.  2.  "Preliminary  information  indicatea  that 
.urface  coal  mining  ...  significantly  higher  vi.ibiUt,  re- 
ductions." 

De  le t e  this  statement. 

Coaoeoti   The  study  on  which  this  conclusion  is  baaed  is  not 

'technically  adequate.   See  comment  Page  4-9,  Para.  l. 


rO 


Paee  S-5  Para.  4.  "The  pumping  of  10,000  acre-feet  of 
TToTnT .TT-.r  per  year  from  the  Navajo  S  a  n  da  t  one  Forma  t  ion 
near    Alton,    Utah    could    adversely    affect    nearby    springs. 

Change     to     read: 
springs." 


r 


Utah  might  adversely  affect  certain 


Coagent :   The  location  of  the 
should  be  more  clearly  defin 
hydrologic  connection  between  t 
and  the  overlaying  alluvial, 
no  springs  fed  by  these  l*tter 
by  the  proposed  pumping.   Withi 
aprings  originate  from  these 
nearest  aprings  that  could  be 
ted  in  Kanab  Creek  near  Big  L 
from  the  proposed  well  field 
Alton  Unaui tabil i ty  Petition 
Utah  International  Inc.  intend 
a  manner  (see  comment  Page  4-26 
impacts  on  the  springs. 


3. 


potentially  affected  springs 
ed.  Because  of  the  lack  of 
he  Navajo  Sandstone  Formation 
Dakota,  and  Entrada  aquifers, 

formations  would  be  affected 
n  the  lease  area  all  existing 

upper  aquifers.  Thus,  the 
impacted  would  be  those  loca- 
ake,  a  distance  of  nine  miles 

(Harry  D.  Goode,  Response  to 

Allegations,  6  August  1980). 

s  to  design  the  well  field  in 

Para.  6)  to  reduce  possible 


Paee  S-8,  Para.  7     "Preliminary  information  suggests  that 
urface  coal  mining  at  the  8  million  ton,  per  year  l.v.l  «t 
the  Alton  coal  fields  would  r e d u c e  » i s ua 1  range  in  Bryce 
Canyon  National  Park  by  1.67  percent.' 

Delete  thia  statement. 

Comment:   The  study  on  which  this  conclusion  is  based  is  not 

,uate.   See  comment  Page  4-9,  Para.  2. 


technically  adeqt 


S-ll 


Para.   1 . 


'The  pumping  o 


f  7,800  acre-feet  o£ 


ndwater  per  year  from  the  Navajo  Sandstone  Formation 
near  Alton,  Utah  could  adversely  affect  nearby  spring.. 


Response  89-5 

The  results  of  both  the  joint  0SM,  NPS,  BLM,  EPA  study  and  the  UII 
studies  are  included  in  the  Air  Quality  and  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  section 
of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS.  The  interagency  study  indicates  that  emis- 
sions from  the  eastern  section  of  the  Alton  mine  would  be  visible  from 
Yovimpa  Point  in  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park.  References  to  the  SU  and  EDF 
visibility  studies  have  been  deleted  from  the  EIS  because  the  joint  0SH,  NPS, 
BLH  study  and  the  UII  study  are  more  technically  adequate. 


Response  89-6 

To  reflect  your  concern,  the  text  is  revised  to  indicate  results  of  the 
recent  study  by  Goode  (1980)  as  shown  in  Mining  in  the  Alton  Coal  Lease  Area 
section,  Alternative  1,  Chapter  4,  of  the  final  EIS. 


Response  89-7 

Refer  to  Response  89-5  for  a  discussion  concerning  this  comment. 


L 


Comment :    See  comment  Page  S-5,  Para. 


Response  89-8 

Refer  to  Response  89-6  concerning  this  comment. 


Page  S-I7,  Para.  2 
ted  in  July  1980." 


"A  mine  plan  is  expected  to  be  submit- 


Changa  to  read :  "Utah  International  Inc.  plana  to  submit  a 
mining  and  reclamation  plan  meeting  the  requirements  of  the 
1977  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  in  1981." 


Response  89-9 

Number  3  of  the  Unresolved  Issues  and  Areas  of  Controversy  section  is 
revised  in  the  Summary  of  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  your  comment. 


Page   1  -6 ,  Para .  5.    "The  impact  analyses,  however,  were  not 
based  on  a  nine  plan,  and  are  therefore  not  complete." 


De  le t e  this  sentence. 

Co:nri>nt  :   The  paragraph  co 
previous   impact  analyses 
hold.    This  sentence  cone 
based  on  a  mine  plan  and 
not  agree  with  such  a  co 
National  Environmental  P 
Council  on  Environmental 
the  Surface  Mining  Contro 
requires  submittal  of  a 
"complete"  environmental 
that  upon  submittal  the 
termine  how  closely  it  pa 
EIS.    If  the  mine  plan  h 
EIS  should  be  found  to  be 


ntai.ni.ng  this  s  t  a  t 

of  development  on 

ludea  that  these  a 

are  therefore  not 

nclus  ion.    We  fin 

olicy  Act  of  1969 

Quality  Regulation 

1  and  Reclamation 

mine  plan  as  a  b 

impact  statement. 

mine  plan  would  be 

rallels  the  propos 

as  not  changed  su 

adequate  for  that 

ement  touches  on 
the  Alton  Lease- 
nalyses  were  not 
comp 1 e  t  e .  We  do 
d  nothing  in  the 
,  nothing  in  the 
s  and  nothing  in 
Act  of  1977  that 
asis  to  write  a 
We  agree  fully 
examined  to  de- 
ed action  of  the 
bs  t ant iaily ,  the 
plan  of  action. 


Response  89-10 

The  text  is  changed  to  reflect  the  comment. 
from  the  final  EIS. 


The  reference  is  removed 


n 


Page  1-7 ,  Para .  3.  "Should  the  Secretary  designate  lands  in 
the  Alton  fields  as  unsuitable  for  mining,  then  mining  would 
be    prohibited    on    those     lands."       (Emphasis    added). 

Replace    "would"    with    "may". 

Comment  :  The  constitutionality  of  the  unsui t ab i  1  i  t  y  pro- 
viBions  of  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of 
1977  have  been  questioned  and  should  be  decided  in  the  court 
system    during     1981. 


Response  89-11 

According  to  the  OSM  Southern  Utah  Petition  Evaluation  Document  (USOI, 
1980)  should  the  certain  lands  petitioned  in  the  Alton  coal  lease  area  be 
declared  unsuitable  for  mining  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  then  no  new 
permits  could  be  issued  in  the  area  designated  and  no  new  coal  leases  would 
be  granted. 


Page     2-25,     Para.     1.        "Wastes     from    the    coal     washing    operation 
w"ou  1  d     be     trucked     back     to    mined-out     areas     for    disposal    or 
placed     in     a     50-acre     tailings     pond     located    within    the    coal 
12  preparation    plant     area     (Fig.     2-3)." 

Change     to     read :     "Coarse    wastes     from    the    coal    wa sh i ng    ope  ra- 
tion   wouTd     be     trucked     back    to    mined-out    areaB     for    disposal 


-2- 


L 


while     fine     tailing,     would     be     placed     in    a    50-acre    settling 
pond    located    within    the    coal    preparation    plant    area." 


Response  89-12 

The    text    is    changed    to    reflect   the    comment. 
Alternative  1  in  Chapter  2  of  the  final  E1S. 


See   the   description   of 


13 


Page  2-58,  Table  2-20.  W a t e r  Re s ou rce a .  "About  22  springs 
altered  in  Alton  area.  Erosion  increased  on  10,154  acres 
and  downstream  tfed iment a t ion  increased.  Groundwater  pumpage 
could  adversely  affect  well  and  spring  yields  in  adjacent 


areas . 
C  o  ia  si  e  n  t  : 


:orament     Page    4-25,     Para.     3;     Page    4-25,     Para 


Page    4-26,     Para .     6 . 


Response  89-13 

As  shown  in  the  final  EIS,  table  2-19  has  been  revised  according  to 
Goode's  (1980)  analysis  of  surface  mining  impacts  on  water  resources  in  the 
Alton  coal    lease  area. 


10. 


M 


IO 

o 


11. 
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Page    2-59,    Table    2-20,    Cultural    Resources.       "About    329    arch- 
eological     sites     ...     adversely     impacted     ...' 

"About     259    archaeological     sites     ...     adversely     impacted." 

Comn-nt:        These     figures     should     be     modified     to     reflect     the 
lowdr     site     density     on     the     Alton     Leasehold.        'See     comment 


Page     3-21,      Para.      1,      "An     average     density     . 
area. 


in     the    Alton 


Paee  3-3,  Para  ■  4.  "Cooaonly  occurring  game  animals  in  the 
area  of  Alton,  Utah  include  mule  deer,  rabbit,  mountain 
lion,  sage  grouse,  and  wild  turkey.  Other  animals  include 
coyote,  bobcat,  badger,  various  small  mammals,  raptors, 
nongane    birds,     reptiles,     and    rodents." 

Delete    "commonly    occurring' . 

Comment:  Recent  wildlife  investigations  conducted  on  the 
Alton  Leasehold  have  found  that  mule  deer  populations  are 
quite  low  (1980  Wildlife  Study,  Marian  Associates).  The 
reduced  numbers  of  deer  on  the  site  are  a  result  of  low 
availability  of  food  and  water  and  high  mortality  during 
severe  winters  in  the  early  1970's.  Mountain  lions  art  not 
•  conaonly  occurring  game  animal  in  the  area  of  the  Alton 
Leasehold.  Lack  of  food  and  suitable  water  sources  have 
kept  populations  in  low  numbers  (Personal  Communication 
with  Michael  P.  Coffeen,  Utah  State  Division  of  Wildlife 
Resources,  July,  1980).  Results  of  the  Mariah  Associates 
wildlife  study  will  be  provided  to  the  OSM  as  input  to  the 
unsui tabil i ty    petition    review. 


Response  89-14 

Based  on  site  specific  inventories  which  have  been  submitted  to  the  BLH, 
an  average  site  density  of  one  site  every  43  acres  is  expected  in  the  Alton 
area.  Until  additional  data  is  submitted  to  BLH  this  site  density  will  be 
used  for  all  cultural  resources  calculations  concerning  the  Alton  coal  lease 
area.  It  will  also  be  assumed  that  75  percent  or  more  of  the  sites  found 
will  be  of  National  Register  caliber. 


Response  89-15 

As  discussed  in  your  comment,  "commonly  occurring"  is  deleted  from  the 
text  in  the  Wildlife  section  of  Chapter  3  of  the  final  EIS. 


4" 


6.  "Three  mandatory  PSD  Class  I  areas 
VhVr~e"n7a"rTy  any  air  quality  deterioration  would  be 
'-•<    significant)     are    in    close    proximity    to    the    pro- 


p  a  g_e_  _3  ^2.1 E.££.£j 1 

(  a  r  e  a  s     wh  e  -  ~ 
cons  idered 


S 


13. 


j  e  c  t  areas:   Z  ion  , 
Parks." 


Bryce  Canyon,  and  Capitol  Reef  National 


Delete  "Capitol  Reef  National  Park". 


Capitol  Reef  National  Park  is  more  than  80  miles 
It  on  coal  leases  and  more  than  150  miles  from  the 


C o mraent  : 

f r on  the  A 

proposed  Warner  Valley  plant 

mi  t y " . 


This     is     not     "close    proxi- 


Page     3-4  ,     Para.      1 
ATel     (  A  Q  M  A  )     has    been 
ii  for     particular     matter 

th."        (c-iphasis     is     added) 
Rep  lace    "dioxide"    with    "m 


The    Las    Vegas    Air    qua  I i t y    Ma int enance 

classified    as    a     'non-attainment'     area 

carbon    dioxide     ...     industrial    grow- 


onoxide 


Response  89-16 

Alternatives  3  and  4  include  coal  railed  from  central  Utah.   Capitol 
Reef  is  in  fairly  close  proximity  to  some  coal  fields  in  central  Utah. 


Response  89-17 

The  Air  Quality  section  of  Chapter  3  is  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to 

ect  vnur  rnmmpnt. 


reflect  your  comment. 


18 


Pace     3-8        Para.      1.        "Office    of    Surface    Mining,     in    conjunc 
tion     with-iTCM-T^Tll    delineate     the    alluvial    valley     floors     in 
investigations    which    will    be    used    as    a 
for    the    Alton    Coal 


the    Alton    area    during 

basis     in     the     un s u i t ab i I i t y    determination 

Fields  .  " 


Delete 


'which     will    be    used     as     a    basis. 

that     the     presence    of 


We    concur 


illuvial  val  ley 
ffWT^CAVFsl'must  be  determined  by  the  Office  of  Surface 
;„..  However,  the  presence  of  an  AVF  does  not  preclude 
sur  ace  mining.  There  are  special  performance  standards 
for  lining  o-A»F.  described  in  Section  510  of  the  Surface 
Mining    Reclamation    and    Control    Act    of    1977. 


Response  89-18 

The  Water  Resources  section  of  Chapter  3  in  the  final  EIS  is  revised  to 
reflect  your  comment. 


15. 


19 


Paee  3-9,  Para.  2.  "Groundwater  aquifers  in  the  vicinity  of 
TVe  Alton  coal  lields  include  the  Qua  t  e  r  na  ry  •"«£»••"« 
the  -iavajo,  Dakota,  and  Entrada  Sandstones.  ...  Information 
compiled  by  Sandberg  (1979)  indicates  that  surface  and 
."„V...t...  are  closely  related  and  that  net  water  eve 
reduction,  in  irrigation  wells  may  be  due  to  reduced  ><"'■" 
flow  (and  subsequent  reduced  groundwater  recharge)  of «dj« 
cent  streams.  According  to  Sandberg,  '  t h  l  s  s e n s  l  t  l  v  l  t y 
Suggests  that  change  in  recharge  characteristics  caused  by 
mining  would  be  likely  to  affect  groundwater  storage  in  the 
area. ' " 


Replace  this  paragraph  with  the  following: 


"The  effects  of  mining  on  1 o c a  1 / r e g i on  a  1  groundwater 
storage  would  be  limited  to  the  quaternary  alluvium 
and  Dakota  and  Entrada  Sandstones.    The  Navajo  Sand- 


2C 


to 
to 


.tone  is  physically  separated  from  these  near-surface 
anuifers  by  intervening  confining  layers  (Doelling  and 
Graham.  Southwestern  Utah  Coal  Fields:  Alton,  Kaiporo- 
wir.  PlatTau  and  Ko lo b-Ha r mo ny  1-66,  USGS,  1972). This 
'lack  of  hydrologlc  connection  is  particularly  important 
since  the  Navajo  Sandstone  is  a  significant  source  of 
water  and  is  tapped  for  water  supply  purposes  by  a 
number  of  user,  to  the  south  of  the  Alton  Leasehold 
(e.g.  ,  Kanab ,  Ut ah)  . " 

Connent:  As  written,  this  paragraph  implies  that  all  four 
a(,uif  iers  would  be  directly  affected  by  mining.  This  situa- 
tion is  not  the  case. 

Page  3-21,  Para .  1 ■  "Information  extracted  from  BLM  site 
"inventory  filss  and  consultant  reports  indicate  that  a  num- 
ber of  site-specific  inventories  were  completed  in  the  vici- 
nity of  the  Alton  coal  fields  in  conjunction  with  coal  test- 
ing programs . " 

Replace  "in  the  vicinity  of  the  Alton  coal  fields"  with  "on 
the  Alton  Leasehold". 

Comment:   See  General  Comments,  Terminology. 


Response  89-19 

As  shown  in  the  Water  Resources  section  of  Chapter  3  in  the  final  EIS, 
the  text  is  revised  to  indicate  that  surface  waters  in  the  mine  area  are 
closely  tied  into  shallow  aquifer  systems  as  indicated  by  Sandberg  (1979). 


Response  89-20 

The  Cultural  Resources  section  in  Chapter  3  is  changed  to  reflect  your 
comment  in  the  final  EIS. 
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Page  3-21  Para. 1.  "Five  archaeological  sices  were  record- 
ed as  being  on  or  within  I  mile  of  the  proposed  coal  proces- 
sing facilities.  An  additional  11  sites  were  found  within  a 
5-nile     radius     of     the     complex." 

Comment:  The  significance  of  the  location  of  these  16  sites 
near  the  coal  processing  facilities  should  be  clarified  in 
the    Pinal    EIS. 


Response  89-21  ,     _  ,  .,     . 

The  Cultural    Resources   section  in  Chapter  3   is   revised  to  reflect  your 
comment  in  the  final  EIS. 


22 


Page  3-21  Para.  1.  "These  16  archaeological  Bites  are  gen- 
erally rather  large  in  area  (up  to  200  miles  in  diameter), 
and  are  classed  as  lithic  scatter,  and/or  camps  (inferring 
transient  use)." 

Change  to  read:   "These  16  archaeological  sites  range  from  3 
meters  to  2  00  meters  in  diameter  and  are  classed  ...     (era 
phas  i  s  is  added  )  . 

Comment:  The  report,  from  the  1974,  1977,  and  1979  archaeo- 
logical  clearance  i nve a t i g a t i o n s  conducted  prior  to  Utah 
International  drilling  programs  indicate  a  wide  range  of 
■ite  sites.  Further. size  is  subject  to  the  individual  cri- 
teria applied  by  a  particular  archaeologist.   The  method  to 


-5- 
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determine  the  sire  of  an  archaeological  site  is  not  abso- 
lute, but  is  usually  based  on  the  density  of  material  found 
in    a    site. 


Response  89-22 

The  Culutral   Resources   section   in  Chapter  3  is  changed  in  the  final  EIS 
to  reflect  your  comment. 


19.  Page  3-21,  Para.  I  ■  "Intensive  site-specific  surveys  on  the 
area  would  be  expected  to  find  additional  sites,  and  buried 
sites  may  exist  in  the  area." 


23 


Delete  "and  buried  sites  may  exist  in  the  area." 

Co---?  -i  t  :  The  results  of  the  1980  archaeological  survey  con- 
ducted by  the  Museum  of  Northern  Arizona  on  7,000  acres  of 
the  Alton  Leasehold  (initial  mining  permit  areas,  coal  pre- 
paration site,  major  haul  roads)  indicate  a  lack  of  cultur- 
al depth  in  the  inventoried  sites.  The  sites  are  mainly 
lithic  scatters  and  appear  to  have  been  used  for  hunting  and 
sunmer  subsistence.  None  of  the  sites  inventoried  thus  far 
would  qualify  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 
Further,  during  the  1977  clearance  investigation,  sites  were 
tested  for  cultural  depth  and  none  was  found. 


Response  89-23 

Refer  to  Response  89-14  concerning  this  comnent. 


20. 
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Pa?e  3-2  1, 


Para  1.    "An  average  density  of  one  site,  every 


43  acres  is  expected  in  the  Alton  Area." 


!,4  3 


'68 


Comment :  The  results  of  the  19  80  archaeological  survey  con- 
ducted by  the  Museum  of  Northern  Arizona  on  7,000  acres  of 
the  Alton  Leasehold  (initial  permit  areas,  coal  preparation 
plant  site,  major  haul  roads)  indicate  an  average  site  den- 
sity of  one  site  every  68  acres  (9.4  sites/square  mile). 


Response  89-24 

Refer  to  Response  89-14  concerning  site  density. 


Pa^e  3-25,  Para.  1.  "An  undetermined  amount  of  extreme 
~eTa  tern  section  of  the  Alton  coal  fields  is  visible  from 
Yovimpa  Point  and  consists  of  VRM  Classes  III  and  IV  (Fig. 
3-9).  The  coal  fields  lie  approximately  4  to  6  miles  from 
the  overlook  and  have  been  modified  by  rangeland  improvement 
activities,  but  essentially  appear  as  a  natural  landscape." 
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Comment : 


A.   Add  the  following: 


11  The  character  of  the  landscape  viewed  from  Yovimpa 
Point  consists  of  a  series  of  rolling  hills  covered 
with  dense  homogenous  pinyon-juniper  forest.  Scenic 
quality  rates  from  "B"  to  "C"  landscapes  (BLM  VRM 
System)  due  to  lack  of  visual  divers ity.  The  exist- 
ing mining  area  landscape  appears  visually  diverse 
only  where  patterns  of  pinyon-juniper  and  grass 


clearing  intermix. 

The  views  from  Btyce  Canyon  National  Park  include 
visible  evidence  o£  man's  intrusion  and  alterations 
on  the  natural  landscape.  For  example,  the  town  of 
Tropic  and  related  agricultural  fields,  although  not 
visible  from  Yovimpa  Point,  are  visible  from  the 
Park.  Extensive  p i nyon- j un i pe r  chaining  areas,  both 
private  and  BLM,  are  seen  from  a  majority  of  the 
Park's  vista  areas,  and  are  visibly  distinguishable 
from  natural  grasslands  by  the  angular  patterns  pro- 
duced. A  local  airstrip  is  visible  from  Yovimpa 
Po  int . " 

Replace  the  word  "fields"  with  "leases"  in  the  Final 

TTT. This  should  be  done  throughout  the  document  as 

discussed  in  the  General  Comments. 


Response  89-25 

The  Alton  Coal  Lease  Area  section  under  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  in 
Chapter  3  is  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  your  comment. 


Page  3-25,   Pari 


N3 
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1  n 

p 1 eme  n  t 


5.    "On  public  lands,  the  proposed  mining 
linThe  BLM  Zion  Planning  Unit,  which  provides 
for  coal  lining  under  a  multiple-use  basis,  requiring  strin 
gent  environmental  controls  (Management  Framework  Plan,  BLM, 
USOl,  1977)." 

Change  to  read:  "  ...  a  multiple  use  basis,  and  provides^re- 
coma-ndat ions  for  stringent  envior onmen t al  controls  ... 

Comment:  The  "stringent  environmental  controls"  referenced 
on  the  Draft  EIS  refer  to  planning  recommendations  included 
the  BLM's  draft  Management  Framework  Plan  (MFP)  Sup 
The  Draft  EIS  incorrectly  implies  that  these  BLM 
recommendations  regulate  surface  coal  mining,  an  activity 
regulated  by  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  pursuant  to  the 
Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977. 

The  MFP  supplement  was  prepared  to  incorporate  the  BLM  Coal 
Management  Program  un s u i t ab i 1 i t y  criteria  into  the  MFP. 
Utah  International  Inc.  commented  on  the  supplement  in  a  IV 
April  1980  letter  to  Mr.  Morgan  Jensen  of  the  Cedar  City 
District  Office.  That  letter  is  attached  and  18  to  be  in 
eluded  as  part  of  these  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS. 

The  MFP  Supplement  also  contains  a  multiple  use  analysis 
section  which  makes  a  number  of  general  recommendations  for 
inclusion  in  specific  mine  plans  throughout  the  planning 
ar ea  . 

In  sum-a-y,  BLM's  multiple  resource  planning  of  this  unit 
-ecognizes  mining  as  the  primary  land  use  and  recommends 
environmental  controls  be  included  in  a  site-specific  mine 
plan  . 


Response  89-26 

As  shown  in  the  final  EIS,  the  Land  Use,  Land  Use  Plans  and  Controls 
section  of  Chapter  3  is  revised  to  reflect  this  comment. 


23.   Page  fr-3 


r  a  .  3.   "Subsidence  would  occur  on  undermined 
ciua  i~ng  a  change  in  present  surface  water  runoff  and 


lands 

eros  ion  characterist  ics  . 


Change  to  read:  "   ...  causing  a  minimal  change  in  present 
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Comment:  Subsurface  mining  beneath  unconsolida 
areas  wi thin  the  mine  permit  area  could  result 
dence.  No  subsurface  raining  is  currently  proposed 
of  the  major  unconsolidated  valley  areas  in  the  Al 
hold.  The  bulk  of  the  subsurface  mining  is  schedu 
eastern  block  of  the  lease  in  upland  areas  locat 
the  major  stream  channels  and  in  the  western  bl 
eastern  edge  of  Sink  Valley  and  if 


dLVile  is  close  to  l  ue  uulwi  ui  l. ..,  _ 
dence  would  have  only  negligible  effect  on  th( 
surface   flow;   the  erosion  potential  which 
on  surface  flow  should  therefore  be  minimal. 
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Response  89-27 

The  Topography  and  Geology  section  in  Chapter  4  is  revised  to  include 
updated  information  concerning  subsidence  in  the  final  EIS. 
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24.  Page  4-  3  ,  Para.  3.  "Disturbed  lands  would  be  reclaimed 
ZnAec  t~n~t  Office  of  Surface  Mining  Reclamation  and  Enforce- 
ment    (OSH)     regulations     (30    CFR    Parts     211     and     700)     ..." 

Change  to  read:  "  ...  reclaimed  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Surface    Mining    Control     and    Reclamation    Act     of     1977     ... 

Comment :  In  the  light  of  the  recent  actions  by  the  U.S. 
Court  of  Appeals  in  regard  to  the  permit  requirement  sec- 
tions of  the  Permanent  Regulatory  Program,  the  Surface 
Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977,  not  the  regu- 
lations, should  be  cited  as  containing  the  standards  for 
reclamation. 


Response  89-28 

The   Topography   and   Geology   section  of  Chapter  4   is   revised   to   reflect 
your  comment  as  shown  in  the  final  EIS. 


Hs. 
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Pa 


4-4 ,   Para .   2 . 


"An  acceleration  of  soil  erosion  would 
be  associated  with  construction  and  mining  activities.   The 
clearing  of  vegetation,  burrowing,  and  excavating  would 
a  loss  of  soil  productivity  and  increase  aedimen- 
s  t  reams . " 


result  Li 
tation  of 


Delete  "loss  of  soil  productivity  and" 

Add  the  following  as  a  third  sentence:   "Utah  International 


■P- 


will  include  sedimentation  control  measures,  such  as  sedi- 
mentation ponds  and  stream  channel  restoration  in  the  mining 
and  reclamation  plan  to  avoid  excess  sediment  loads  in 
accordance  with  the  Surface  Mining  Act." 

Conment:  This  comment  is  misleading  and  is  not  based  upon 
the  results  of  revegetation  studies  conducted  since  1975  on 
the  Alton  site  ( Fr i schkn ech t  and  Ferguson,  1979  Annual  Pro- 
gress Report,  Revegetation  Studies  on  the  Alton  Leasehold, 
USFS,  January,  1980).  In  those  studies,  two  erosion  con- 
trol methods  were  tested,  pitting  and  contour  furrowing. 
Tests  resulted  in  a  control  of  erosion  on  the  disturbed 
site.  In  addition,  other  control  measures  to  prevent  the 
increase  sediment  loading  of  streams,  such  as  sedimentation 
ponds  and  streau  channel  restoration,  will  be  included  in 
the  raining  and  reclamation  plan. 

The  existing  productivity  of  the  soils  at  Alton  is  very  low 
a.  docunented  in  the  F.MRIA  Report  No  4  ■  1975  and  in  more 
recent  vegetation  surveys  of  the  site  (Vegetation  Survey  of 
Alton  Leasehold,  Mariah  Associates,  1980).  Productivity  OH 
the  reclamation  test  plots  indicate  that  soil  productivity 
has  actually  increased  since  disturbance. 


Page  4-4  ,   Para  3  ■ 
would  result  in 


'Loss  of  vegetation  on  affected  lands 
the  reduction  of  wildlife  habitat." 


Change 
habitat.' 


to    read:     "...     the     temporary     reduction     of    wildlife 


Co-^ent:        Most     of     the     reduction     in    wildlife 
cin.d'vi  th      the     Alton     Leasehold     would     be 
nature.        Mining     operations    would    disturb    appr 
30  acres     per     year     which     would    be     reclaimed    direc 

mining  disturbance.  Much  of  the  Alton  Leaseh 
wildlife  habitat  due  to  overgrazing  and  the 
fire  (Personal  Communication  with  Neil  Frisch 
July,  1980).  Habitat  diversity  is  low  and  muc 
lacks  a  herbaceous  understory  which  is  importan 
(Personal  Conmun ic a t ion  with  Neil  Frischknecht 
1980).  Through  the  use  of  proper  reclamation 
practices,  wildlife  habitat  would  be  improved  o 
increasing    diversity    and    available    food. 


habitat  as  so- 
temporary  in 
oximately  400 
t ly  f ol lowing 
old  is  a  poor 
exc I  us  ion  of 
knecht,  USFS, 
h  of  the  area 
t  to  wildlife 
,  USFS,  July, 
planning  and 
n    the    site    by 


Response  89-29 

The  analysis  contained  in  the  EIS  assumes  mitigating  measures.  However, 
these  measures  do  not  insure  that  such  impacts  as  losses  of  soil  productivity 
and  increased  sedimentation  of  streams  would  not  occur.  They  can  only  miti- 
gate them  to  a  degree  of  success  dependent  upon  pre-existing  soil  conditions, 
slope,  etc.,  and  on  the  success  of  reclamation. 


Response  89-30 

The  text  has  been  changed  to  read  "the  temporary  reduction  of  wildlife 
habitat." 
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e  tat  ion    on    affected    lands 
i    of    soils     ..." 

See    comment    Page     4-4,     Para.     2;    Page    4-25,     Para. 


27  Pa;e     4-4.     Para.     3,        "Loss     of    veg 

would    result     in    accelerated    erosion    of    soils 


Co inienl  '- 
4,     5. 


Response  89-31 

Refer  to  Response  89-29  for  a  discussion  of  this  topic. 


-9- 


28.  Page  l*-U  %  Para.  3.  "In  especially  arid  regions  such  as  the 
Mohave  Desert,  affected  areas  would  require  up  to  100  years 
to  recover  to  pre-existing  vegetation  densities,  even  after 
reclamation    and     reseeding." 
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Change     to 


read:        "I 
pre1 


especially     arid     regions     such     as     th< 
□ining     plane    densities     can    be     estab- 


Kohave  Desert,  pre-mining  plant  densities  can  be  estao- 
lished  within  several  years  following  disturbance  if  proper 
reclamation    practices    are    employed." 

Comment:  The  accuracy  and  validity  of  the  statement  in 
TTgiht  o~ f  recent  reclamation  work  is  seriously  in  question. 
Reclamation  studies  undertaken  by  Utah  International  Inc. 
under  extremely  arid  conditions  (less  than  6  inches  rainfall 
per  year)  at  the  Navajo  Mine  in  Fa  ruling  t  on ,  New  Mexico  have 
denonstrated  chat  pre-mining  plant  densities  can  be  estab- 
lished within  several  years  following  disturbance  if  proper 
reclamation     practices     are     employed.        (Pieper,     Analys  is     of 

Revegetation      Plots  __£  n_ ^h_e_ Navajo     Mine     Lease  ,     January, 

T9~777~  T'rMTsTe  pVYctices  include  the  selection  of  adapted 
plant  materials,  the  conservation  of  topsoil,  and  the  wise 
use    of     irrigation    water     and     fertilizer. 


Response  89-32 

The  Alton  coal  lease  area  is  not  presumed  to  lie  in  the  Mojave  Desert. 
This  statement  is  intended  for  the  proposed  components  on  the  desert,  which 
include  the  slurryline,  transmission  lines,  and  the  Warner  Valley  powerplant 
and  water  project  sites. 

The  Soils  section  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  is  revised  to  include 
more  recent  information  concerning  revegetation  success  on  the  Mojave  Desert. 
According  to  Vasek  (1971),  recovery  could  occur  within  30  years,  but  Roland 
(1980)  states  that  natural  recovery  (eg.,  without  irrigation,  etc.)  could 
take  in  excess  of  100  years. 


29.  Page  4-4  ,  Para.  3.  "The  amount  of  vegetation  that  would  be 
disturbed  during  construction  and  mining  activities  would 
range  from  as  little  as  16,030  acres  under  Alternative  4,  to 
as  much  as  36,981  acres  under  Alternative  1  for  the  life  of 
the    project." 
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Add  the  following: 

"On  the  Alton  Leasehold,  approximately  400  acres  of  land 
on  the  average  would  be  surface-mined  per  year.  Re- 
clamation of  disturbed  land  would  be  undertaken  on  a 
yearly  basis  directly  following  raining  as  required  by 
the  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977." 

Comment:  It  should  be  emphasized  that  vegetative  clearing 
would  occur  over  the  project  life  of  approximately  40  years. 
A  more  appropriate  and  meaningful  disturbance  figure  would 
be  baBed  on  the  amount  of  acreage  disturbed  on  an  annual 
basis.  On  the  Alton  Leasehold,  approximately  400  acres  of 
land  would  be  surface-mined  per  year.  Reclamation  of  dis- 
turbed land  would  be  undertaken  on  a  yearly  basis  directly 
following  raining  as  required  by  the  Surface  Mining  Control 
and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977.  Thus,  large  acreages  of  land 
would  not  remain  in  a  disturbed  condition  for  long  periods 
of  t  ime . 


Response  89-33 

Refer  to  Response  88-110  concerning  this  topic. 


34  p°- 


4-4,  Para.  4.   "Wildlife  populations  should  recover  to 


-10- 


pre-existing     levels     in     the     long     term     (after    40    years).1 


Change      to      read: 


'Recovery  of  wildlife  populations  to  pre- 
existing levels  would  be  minimized  with  proper  reclamation 
and    mitigation    measures." 


Comment  :  Wi 
hold  would  b 
tat  disturbs 
ximately  400 
tion  directl 
tion  would  b 
losses  would 
unnined  area 
affected  ar 
population  1 
adequate  amo 
Synpos i  u ~ :  A 
and     Wildlife 


ldlife  population  reductio 
e  limited  in  number  and  lo 
nee     by    mining    would    be    li 

acres  per  year).  With 
y  following  mining  distur 
e  temporary  and  minimize 
be  reduced  by  mitigation  t 
a  that  would  draw  wildli 
eas.  Wildlife  research 
evels  are  able  to  increa 
ant?  of  food,  cover  and  wa 
t  ional    Workshop    on    Miti 


ns  on  the  Alton  Lease 
cal  in  nature.  Habi- 
raited  in  size  (appro- 
practice  of  reclama- 
bance,  habitat  r  educ  - 
d.  Further,  wildlife 
reatments  on  adjacent 
fe  species  away  from 
work  has  shown  that 
se  dramatically  with 
ter.  (The  Mi ti  gat  ion 
gating    Los  5  e  s     of    Fish 


mitigation 
to  ai  n  i  m  1  ze 
recover  . 


Habitat^,     U  S  fc  S ,     July,     1979).        Reclamation    and 

eraent 
Is     to 


seas 

:he 


ur*>a     will     provide     the    necessary    require 
time    span    necessary    for    population    level 


Response  89-34 

It  is  assumed  that  "maximized" 


is  meant  instead  of  "minimized." 


Many  climatic  factors  (i.e.,  precipitation,  temperatures,  severe  wea- 
ther) would  affect  reclamation  success  as  well  as  the  restoration  of  prenin- 
ing  wildlife  populations.  Therefore,  no  change  to  the  text  is  deeoed  neces- 
sary. 


00 


Page  4-9, 


Para.   2.    The  entire  paragraph  should  be  changed 


as  foil  ovs : 
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"The  Southern  Utah  EIS  (SU,  1979)  included  an  attempt 
to  quantify  visibility  degradation  due  to  mining  acti- 
vities, as  did  the  Environmental  Defense  Fund,  et  al, 
Docunent  (1979).  Both  documents  contain  serious  errors 
in  their  methodology,  and  therefore,  their  results 
should  not  be  used  to  judge  potential  impacts  of  sur- 
face mining  operations.  NPS  is  presently  studying  the 
significance  of  potential  impacts  to  air  quality  re- 
lated values  (including  visibility)  in  Bryce  Canyon 
National  Park  in  the  joint  OSM ,  NPS,  BLM,  EPA  study. 
Similarly,  Utah  International  is  carrying  out  a  visibi- 
lity study  in  conjunction  with  the  agency  studies. 
This  study  wiLl  be  available  to  the  BLM  in  September. 
Both  efforts  are  much  more  comprehensive  and  techni- 
cally valid  than  any  work  done  to  date.  The  present 
policy  of  NPS  regarding  visibility  impairment  is  to 
protect  the  scenic  values  of  Class  I  areas  from  any 
adverse  impairment  at  human  levels  of  perception. 

Comment:  The  SU(1979)  and  Environmental  Defense  Fund,  et 
a  1  ,  (19  7  9)  studies  are  grossly  inadequate  in  terms  of  tech- 
nical validity.  Both  use  a  single  point,  worst-case  parti- 
culate concentration  estimate  to  calculate  potential  visibi- 
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Response  89-35 

A  discussion  concerning  this  cosnent  »ay  be  found  in  Response  89-S. 


32.  Page  4-  2  <+  ,  Para.  7.  "Removing  and  replacing  the  overburden 
during  surface  railing  activities  would  contaminate  ground 
water  from  increased  leaching  of  disturbed  material  because 
total  -iissolved-solids  (TDS)  concentrations  could  increase 
two  or  more  tines  and  a  high  concentration  of  nitrate  in 
overburden  material  indicates  that  water  in  saturated  over- 
burden could  become  nitrate  contaminated  and  unsuitable  for 
human  consumption." 

Delete  the  entire  statement. 
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Comment:  The  first  part  of  this  sentence  concludes  that 
total  dissolved-solids  (TDS)  concentrations  in  local  ground- 
waters would  increase  two  or  more  times  due  to  leaching 
through  the  disturbed  overburden.  This  statement  is  not 
supported  by  any  factual  data. 

Existing  data  on  groundwater  quality  in  the  Southern  Utah 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SU,  19  79)  shows  a  wide  range 
of  TDS  values;  "chemical  analyses  of  water  from  four  wells 
on  or  near  the  lease  area  show  disaolved  solids  concentra- 
tions ranging  from  641  to  2,210  mg/i"  (SU,  1979).  These 
concentrations  are  the  result  of  the  movement  of  local 
groundwaters  through  undisturbed  overburden  material.  While 
disturbance  of  this  material  could  conceivably  lead  to  minor 
increases  in  the  solida  concentrations,  a  two  or  more  times 
increase  in  what  are  already  relatively  high  levels  is  quite 
unlikely;  the  EIS  does  not  present  any  persuasive  reasons 
for  believing  otherwise. 

The  second  part  of  the  sentence  concludes  that  "a  high  con- 
centration of  nitrate  in  overburden  material,"  would  result 


in  an  increase  of  nitrate  contamination  of  groundwater. 
This  conclusion  is  misleading  because  it  is  based  on  con- 
flicting statments  found  within  the  Southern  Utah  EIS.  That 
document  observes  that  "the  analytical  data  (on  overburden) 
did  not  indicate  trace  elements  in  amounts  potentially  toxic 
to  native  plants.  Nitrogen,  iron  and  phosphorous  levels 
were  low  in  all  samples"  (P.  1 1-6).  Table  5  on  Page  II-7 
also  indicates  that  nitrogen  is  possibly  deficient  in  all 
overburden  groups.  However,  on  Page  II-9  the  conclusion  is 
drawn  that  "data  on  the  overburden  (Oil,  1975)  show  con- 
siderable variability  with  respect  to  sodium  absorption  ra- 
tio, pH,  and  electrical  conductance  (table  5),  relatively 
high  concentrations  of  sodium,  nitrate,  sulfate,  but  no 
toxic  concentrations  of  trace  elements."  This  conclusion  is 
invalid  because  Table  5  contains  no  indication  that  nitrate 
is  found  in  high  concentrations  in  the  overburde'n.  Thus, 
the  finding  that  disturbed  overburden  would  lead  to  poten- 
tially harmful  nitrate  concentrations  in  local  groundwaters 
is  incorrect  because  it  is  based  on  an  invalid  conclusion 
rather  than  the  actual  analytical  data. 


Response  89-36 

The  impacts  of  mining  presented  in  the  AWV  draft  EIS  were  summarized 
from  the  latest  published  reports  available  prior  to  the  completion  of  the 
draft.  Analysis  of  the  mining  itself  is  not  a  function  of  this  EIS  Conclu- 
sions identified  are  directly  from  other  sources.   The  Water  Resources  sec- 

ui02So0/-*C-haptcer  ,4  I?  the  final  EIS  *n<M«t*  the  results  of  the  OSH  Southern 
Utah  Petition  Evaluation  Document  (USOI,  1980). 


o 


33 .   Pa  ge  4-25 ,  Para.K   "Contaminated  groundwater  would  probab- 
ly be  restricted  to  the  vicinity  of  the  mine  ...  " 

Delete  "contaminated." 
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Co  tr.ru  en t :  In  light  of  the  comment  on  Page  4-24,  Para.  7,  the 
description  of  local  groundwater  as  "contaminated"  is  inap- 
propriate. Existing  data  in  the  Southern  Utah  EIS  indicate 
that  local  groundwater  quality  would  not  be  measurably 
affected    by    overburden    disturbance. 


Response  89-37 

The  Water  Resources   section  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  A  is  revised 
to  reflect  your  comment  in  the  final   EIS. 


34 .  Page  4-25,  Para.  2  .  "Accelerated  erosion  and  associated  re- 
ductions in  water  quality  and  quantity  would  occur  on  an  un- 
determined acreage  depending  on  the  location  of  surface  and 
subsurface  mining  and  ancillary  facilities  ....  Both  surface 
and  subsurface  water  quality  and  q  ua^t'i  ty  would  be  adversely 
affected    on    10,154    acres    of    the    mining    permit    area." 


Change  to  read:  ' 
tity  would  occur 
location    ...    " 


reductions    in    water    quality    and    quan- 
ui    amount     of     acreage    dependent    on    the 


Delete     second     sentence, 
a  rea . " 


'Both     eurfaci 


mining     pe  r  in  i  t 


Comment:  This  acreage  figure  represents  total  acreage 
dTsTuTbed  over  a  mine  life  of  40  years.  On  the  Alton 
Leasehold,     an    average     of    approximately    400    acres    of    land 


would  be  surface  mined  per  year.  Reclamation  would  follow 
mining  as  required  by  Section  515(b)  (J  6)  of  the  Surface 
Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977.  Thus,  large 
acreages  would  not  be  left  in  a  disturbed  condition  for  long 
periods  of  t  ime . 

See  comment  Page  4-25,  Para.  4,  5. 


Response  89-38 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Response  89-2. 


35.  Page  4-25,  Para.  3.  "Aa  many  as  2  2  springs  in  their  present 
location  and  condition  could  be  altered  by  surface  mining, 
depending  on  the  mining  plan.  The  combined  flow  of  the 
springs  averages  about  100  to  150  acre-feet  of  water  per 
year.  Water  originally  discharging  from  these  springs  may 
discharge  from  other  areas  on  the  same  watershed." 


A^d_d_  this  sentence:  "The  water  supplies  lost  from  these 
springs  would  be  replaced  by  alternative  surface  water 
sources  (e.g.,  stock  ponds)." 

Cocnent:  While  raining  operations  will  destroy  some  of  the 
springs,  the  quantity  of  water  generated  by  these  springs  is 
rather  small,  approximately  one  to  three  gallons  per  minute 
(Coode,  1964)  for  each  affected  spring.  Restoration  of  such 
small  water  sources  is  impractical.  Instead,  where  neces- 
sary, Utah  International  Inc.  would  develop  alternative  sur- 
face water  sources,  (e.g-,  stock  ponds)  to  replace  any 
spring  waters  lost  during  mining  operations. 


Response  89-39 

The  Water  Resources  section  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  is  revised 
to  reflect  information  presented  by  Goode  1980. 


w 


36.   P  a  g  e_ ^*"25j PjL.!!3..; 4  ,  5_  ■    "  E  r  o  a  i  o  n  and  sediment  yield  to 

streams  would  be  accelerated  by  surface  mining.  Sediment 
loads  would  be  expected  to  increase  in  Kanab,  Thompson,  and 
Skutunpah  Creeks,  and  Meadow  Canyon  Wash  (Paria  River  Water- 
shed). The  sediment  load  passing  from  the  mine  area  could 
create  maintenance  problems  of  sedimentation  at  downstream 
irrigation  diversions  and  canals.  In  addition,  increased 
sedimentation  may  occur  in  stream  channels  directly  below 
the  mine  oite,  perhaps  into  lower  Kanab  Creek  and  Johnson 
Wash. 


Increased  sediment  yields  would  occur  from  exposed  soils  be- 
tween the  time  of  disturbance  and  reclamation.  Higher  sedi- 
ment yields  would  be  expected  if  additional  water  would  be 
introduced  into  stream  channels  from  diversions  around  the 
mining  area,  runoff  from  new  mine  roads,  or  possibly  from 
dewatering  of  the  overburden  or  coalbeds.  This  would  result 
in  erosion  of  stream  channel  banks  or  beds,  particularly 
where  water  would  be  introduced  continuously  into  channels 
Chat  were  formerly  dry  moat  of  the  time." 
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Add  the  following  paragraph: 
"Wh  i  L  e  some  incre 


S3 


Cp7.iient  :  It  is  important  to  note  that  the  findings  in  the 
E  Vt  "■  I A  ?■  e  p  g  r  t  No.  4  were  based  on  an  assumption  that  sediment 
control  would  be  limited  solely  to  revegetation,  especially 
since  the  A'-VVES  Draft  EIS  bases  its  conclusions  on  sedi- 
aent  yield  data  from  that  1975  report,  As  the  previous 
paragraph  notes,  lease  area  reclamation  planning  will 
include,  not  only  regrading  and  revegetation,  but  also 
structural  and  other  "best  management  practice"  controls. 
The  findings  presented  in  the  E  M  R  I  A  Report  No.  U  indicated 
that,  except  in  higher  slope  areas,  the  average  sed  ime  n t 
yield  from  the  lease  area  following  revegetation  would  not 
be  significantly  greater  than  currently  exists.  Current 
levels  are  already  relatively  high  due  to  the  erodible 
nature  of  local  soils  and  the  lack  of  a  vegetation  under- 
story.  Thus,  Utah  International  believes  that  with  the 
inclusion  of  the  additional  control  measures  that  are  being 
developed  during  the  current  planning  effort,  any  sediment 
problems     that     remain    can    be    effectively    mitigated. 


Response  89-40 

Refer  to  Response  89-2  concerning  this  topic. 


37.   Page  4-25, 


Para.  5 .  "Increases  in  sediment  yield  would  be 
temporary  in  areas  where  reclamation  efforts  would  be  suc- 
cessful, but  reclamation  may  be  hampered  by  the  lack  of 
topsoil,  poor  physical  and  chemical  soil  characteristics, 
and  the  variability  of  precipitation  (EMRIA,  USDI,  1975)." 


■ii 


Delete     "but     reclamation    may    be    hampered 
precipitation     (USDI,     1975)." 


variability    of 
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nany  of  the  materials  thought  to  be  unsuitable  as  a  pi 
growth  medium  are  in  fact  suitable.  (Frischknecht 
Ferguson,  1979  Annual  Progress  Report,  Revegetation  Stud 
on  the  Alton  Leasehold,  USPS,  January,  1980).  Histori 
experience  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  priv 
landowners  in  the  Alton 
well     as     the     experience 


plots     indicate     that     the 

not     hamper     revegetation 
the    EMRIA    Report. 


area    with    rangeland     improvement 

;arnered     from     the     reclamation     t 

variability     of     precipitation    w 

success     to     the    degree     indicated 


ant 

and 
i  es 
c  a  1 
ate 
as 
est 

in 

in 


Response  89-41 

The  Water  Resources  section  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in  the 
final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  include  the  studies  taentioned,  as  well  as 
studies  by  OSM  (1980),  and  Weiner  (1980). 


Page     A- 25 , 


Para. 


42 


would     be     renov 
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tween  6,000  and  1 
of  the  water  in 
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Add  the  following  paragraph: 


Response  89-42 

The  Water  Resources  section  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in  the 
final  EIS  is  revised  to  indicate  that  specific  impacts  cannot  be  predicted 
prior  to  a  mining  plan,  and  that  such  a  plan  will  include  oitigation  as 
required  by  OSM. 


39. 


43 


"The  mining  and  reclamation  plan  will  contain  procedures 
to  effectively  minimize  any  impact  that  might  be  at- 
tributable to  mine  inflow  water  discharge  .  The  con- 
trol facilities  to  be  proposed  by  that  plan  should 
work  to  contain  mine  inflow  discharge  waters  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  lease  area.  Thus,  while  these  dis- 
charge waters  may  be  of  lower  quality  than  existing 
streamflows,  their  addition  is  unlikely  to  have  any 
major  impacts  on  the  quality  or  quantity  of  surface 
water  flows  outside  the  boundaries  of  the  mining  lease 
area." 


Page 


4-26  , 


Para.  2.   "An  undetermined  amount  of  subsidence 
Teas  of  underground  mining.   Depending  on 


could  occur  i.  n 

the  area,  this  may  result  in  alteration 

The  extent  of  this  damage  cannot  be  quantified." 

Comment:   See  comment  Page  4-3,  Para.  3. 
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in  streamflow. 


Response  89-43 

The  Water  Resources  section  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in  the 
final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  indicate  that  no  specific  mine  plan  has  been 
submitted,  and  that  areas  of  subsurface  mining  are  not  known.  The  conten- 
tion in  your  comment  page  4-3  paragraph  3,  that  because  raining  would  be  close 
to  the  topographic  divide  and  "subsidence  would  have  only  negligible  effect 
on  the  pattern  of  surface  flow"  can  be  disputed  by  recent  information  by 
Schmitt  (1980)  who  indicates  that  all  perennial  streams  in  the  Alton  lease 
area  originate  above  the  lease  area  from  springs  in  geologically  younger 
formations.  Thus  subsidence  affecting  flow  of  the  perennial  streans  in  the 
lease  area  could  affect  surface  flow  and  drainage  patterns. 


40.   Page  4-26 ,   Para 


41 


•P- 


6.  "The  real  issue  regarding  the  proposed 
Hav'aio  ground  water  withdrawals  is  not  the  amount  of  water 
available,  but  whether  pumping  would  affect  existing  or 
pending  water  rights.  To  determine  this,  an  estimate  of  the 
areal  extent  of  the  cone  of  depression  due  to  pumping  in  the 
Navajo  Pormation  would  have  to  be  made.  To  ac cur  a t e 1 y  de- 
termine the  extent  of  water  table  drawdown,  a  long-term 
pumping  test  using  strategically  p 1  a ced  ob, e rva t i on  we  1. 
would  have  to  be  conducted.  No  such  test  has  been  conducted 
to  date  by  the  applicant." 

Comment:  In  order  to  resolve  the  above  issue,  Utah  Inter- 
national is  initiating  a  comprehensive  s t udy  t o  loc a t e  the 
desired  pumping  wells   in  a  manner  that  wiH 


avoid 


_  minimize  or 
.  an  impact  on  existing  water  rights.  This  study  will 
include  a  comprehensive  pumping  test  and  an  assesment  of 
site-specific  ge oh y d ro 1 ogi c  conditions.  This  study  will  be 
thoroughly  reviewed  by  the  Utah  State  Engineer. 

Data  gathered  from  these  tests  must  provide  convincing  evi- 
dence that  an  adequate  water  supply  for  both  the  slurry  line 
and  local  users  is  available.  This  must  occur  before 
substantial  private  capital  is  invested  in  the  coal  slurry 
syst-m  or  the  Utah  State  Engineer  approves  the  application. 
Utah'  International  is  currently  drilling  a  deep  well  into 
the  Navajo  Sandstone  as  part  of  this  deep  water  study. 


"ill  .   Page  4-28  ,   P 


ira.  4.    "No  determination  can  be  made  fr 

: 7~  ■_        ~_       t  ..  A  ~       if       intorfprptycf      WOU 


om    the 


determination  can  oe  raauc  *  i  w.»  .-..~ 
available'information  to  conclude  if  interference  would  oc- 
cur to  other  existing  or  potential  aquifer  users.  Under  the 
worst  possible  conditions,  the  cone  of  depression  could  ex- 
tend 10  to  15  mile,  in  a  southerly  direction.  Water  tables 
could  be  lowered  enough  to  dry  up  springs  or  cause  addition- 
al pumping  costs  to  well  operators.  The  time  required  for 
the  cone  of  depression  to  extend  this  distance  cannot  be 
determined    due     to    insufficient    data." 

Comment:  Utah  International  believes  that  our  recently 
TnTtTaTed  comprehensive  testing  program  (see  comment  on  Page 
4-26  Para.  6)  will  resolve  the  aforementioned  data  insuf- 
ficiency and  that  for  the  sake  of  completeness  the  Final  EIS 
should    describe    it . 


Response  89-44 

Refer  to  Ground  Water  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  section,  Alternative  1, 
Chapter  4,  in  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of  the  present  aquifer  testing 
program  of  UII. 


Response  89-45 

The  Ground  Water  pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  section  under  Alternaitve  1  of 
Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS  indicates  that  UII  is  presently  conducting  an 
aquifer  testing  program  to  resolve  the  data  insufficiency. 


42. 


«s 


Page  4-39,  Para.  4.  "The  possible  impacts  to  wetlands  and 
-floodplain.  from  future  coal  development  is  not  c  1  e a  r  I  y 
understood  because  the  actual  areas  to  be  mined  and  mining 
method,  have  not  yet  been  identified  by  the  mining  opcra- 
tor(.)  in  a  mine  plan.  Such  i n f o r ma t i o n  w  i  1  1  be  made 
available     by     the    mining     operator     to    OSH    as     a     part    of    the 


mining     plan     approval     process.         A    mining     plan    must    be 
approved    by    OSM    before    raining    could    occur." 


Rep  1  ace    the    previous     paragraph    with    the    following: 


"The  results 
by  both  Utah 
the  U.S.  G 
lease  area  s 
tend  to  be  d 
effects.  A 
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Response  89-46 

The  Wetlands  and  Floodplains  section  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in 
the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  indicate  that  there  are  ongoing  hydrologic 
studies  to  meet  requirements  of  Executive  Orders  11990  and  11988.   Sandberg's 
(1979)  study  addressed  only  a  small  portion  of  the  lease  area  and  nay,  accord- 
ing to  Goode  (1980),  not  accurately  reflect  conditions  in  Alton  West. 


ro 


Pa?e  U-UO ,  Para .  5 .  "NPS  has  expressed  concern  that  revege- 
Ta  t~ion  of  coal-mined  lands  south  of  Bryce  Canyon  National 
Park  could  introduce  plants  not  native  to  the  area.  Should 
this  occur  it  would  be  possible  that  these  introduced  plant 
species  could  eventually  become  established  within  the  park, 
thereby  altering  its  natural  character." 


Delete  these  statements. 


Comment  :  Non-native  species  are  already  present  in  Bryce 
47  Canyon  National  Park.  In  a  recent  trip  through  Bryce  Can- 
yon National  Park  a  minimum  of  8  non-native  species  were 
sighted  along  road  corridors  and  pathways  within  Park 
boundaries  (Personal  Communication  with  Neil  Fr ischknech t , 
USFS,  July,  1980). 


Response  89-47 

While  some  exotic  species  may  already  exist  in  Bryce  Canyon  National 
Park,  the  concern  is  that  additional  exotic  species  may  be  introduced.  The 
Vegetation:  Species  of  Concern  section  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  is 
changed  to  state  "thereby  further  altering  its  natural  character." 


■r 


Due  to  Che  elevation  difference  of  over  2,000  feet  between 
the  coal  field  and  Che  Park,  transport  of  non-native  aeed  by 
wind  or  expansion  of  vegetation  communities  is  extremely 
unlikely.  Wildlife  would  present  the  only  feasible  means  of 
seed  trans  port. 

Pace  4-43,  Para.  3.  "Where  data  is  incomplete,  inconclu- 
sive, or  s  inp  I  y  (Ton  e  x  i  s  C  ent ,  average  densities  of  15  sites 
per  section  (840  acres),  or  one  site  per  5  miles  of  linear 
distance  (transmission  lines,  pipelines)  is  assumed  and  in- 
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corporated  in  the  analysis  of  impacts." 

Comment  :    See  comment  Page  3-21,  Paca.  1.   "An  average  den- 
sity ...   in  the  Alton  area." 


Response  89-48 

Refer  to  Response  89-14  concerning  this  comment. 


45.   Pa  Re  4-43  ,  Para ■ 


49 


. 


3.  "It  is  further  assumed  that  95  percent 
or  more  of  these- sites  will  be  archaeological  (rather  than 
historical),  and  that  75  percent  or  more  will  be  found  to 
be  of  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  Caliber  under 
the  criteria  that  they  '...  have  yielded,  or  may  be  likely 
to  yield,  information  important  in  prehistory  ...  '  (36 
CFR  Part  60)." 


Delete  "and  that  75  percent 


(36  CFR  Part  60) .' 


Comment:  The  results  of  a  recent  survey  conducted  on  7,000 
acres  of  the  Alton  Leasehold  (initial  mining  permit  areas, 
coal  preparation  plant  site,  major  haul  roads)  by  the  Mu- 
seum of  Northern  Arizona  indicate  that  very  few  of  the  in- 
ventoried sites  would  qualify  for  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places.  The  sites  are  mostly  lithic  Bcatters  in- 
dicating use  for  hunting  and  summer  subsistence.  The  sig- 
nificance of  these  sites  lies  in  their  data  content  and 
contribution  to  knowledge  of  the  cultural  resources  of  the 
region.  The  sites  will  be  sampled  and  studied  prior  to 
any  ground  disturbance.  This  pre-mining  sampling  will  pre- 
serve their  inherent  data  content.  Results  of  this  survey 
will  be  supplied  to  the  OSH  for  consideration  in  the  un- 
suitability  petition  review. 


Response  89-49 

This  comment  is  discussed  in  Response  89-14. 


46. 


50 


51 


Page  4-43,  Para.  5.  "An  estimated  238  sites  would  be  ad- 
versely impacted  during  mining  activities  on  10,154  acres  of 
mining  permit  area  at  Alton.  Of  the  total  238  sites,  at- 
least     180    would    probably    be    of    National     Register    caliber." 

Replace    "238    with    "150." 


Delete    second    sentence 


Comment  :  See  comment  Page  3-21,  Para.  1,  "An  average  den- 
lity  77.  in  the  Alton  area;"  Page  4-43,  Para.  3,  "  It  is 
further    assumed     ...     ". 

Page     4-4  7,      ?£££_; 5-        "Mining    activities    would     generate 

Tu~st,  n~oTTeT~  and  air  pollutants,  which  could  impact  aes- 
thetic and  recreational  values  in  nearby  Bryce  Canyon 
National  Park  by  reducing  air  quality  and  visibility  for 
the    life    of    the    project     ..." 


Response  89-50 

Refer  to  Response  89-14  for  a  discussion  concerning  this  coaoent. 
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ite  pi  ace     the    tentence    with     the     following    paragraph: 


"Mining    activities    would     generate    noise,     dust,     and    ot 
other     air     pollutants     like    raining    vehicle-related    era 
•ions.     According     to     the     air    quality    emissions     invent 
submitted     to     the    OSM,     BLM,     NPS,     and    EPA    by    Utah     Int 
national,      Inc.,     air     pollutants     other     than     dust 
insignificant     and    would     therefore    have     no    effect     on 
Park.         Fugitive    dust     associated    with    mining    activit 
would     constitute    an    emissions     source.        However,     an 
quality     visibility     modeling     study     conducted     by     U 
International,     Inc.,     indicates     that     neither     the 
quality     in     the    Park    or    the    regional     visibility    look 
out     from    the    Park    would    be    adversely     affected. 


her 
1  3  - 
ory 
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Response  89-51 

Refer  to  Response  89-5  for  a  discussion  concerning  this  cowient. 


Coma e  n  t  :  The  sentence  incorrectly  implies  that  Che  duet, 
and  air  pollutants  associated  with  mining  activities 
all  adversely  affect  the  visitor  experience  in  the 
number  of  studies  are  nearing  completion 
addressed  these  questions. 


noise 
would 
Park.    A 
wh  ich  have 


Pa  s 


U-Ul  ,     Para.     5. 


Hasting  at  the  mine  could  permanent- 
ly alter  the  delicate  erosion.il  features  in  Bryce  Canyon 
(OSM  in  cooperation  with  NPS  will  conduct  blasting  tests  at 
Alton  in  the  sunnier  of  1980  to  determine  the  significance 
of     these     impacts)". 


Change  t:  read:  "The  effects  of  blasting  on  the  delicate 
erosional  features  in  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park  is  an 
environmental  concern  (OSM  in  cooperation  with  NPS  will 
conduct  blasting  tests  at  Alton  in  the  summer  of  1980  to 
determine     the    significance    of     these    impacts)." 

52  Comment  :        Although     damage    depends     on    many     variables,     it     is 

generally  found  that  plaster  cracks  or  ravelling  of  slope; 
can  occur  at  a  particle  velocity  of  approximately  two  in- 
ches pee  second.  Using  a  typical  blast  design  for  coal 
mining  of  this  nature,  the  calculated  particle  velocit"  in- 
dicates a  worst-case  blast  effect  on  Bryce  Canyon  to  be 
0.068  inches  per  second.  This  calculation  suggests  that 
the  particle  velocity  would  have  to  be  41  times  greater 
than  anticipated  to  have  any  effect  on  the  topographic  fea- 
tures   of     the    Park. 


Response  89-52 

Your  comments   have  been  noted;   the  text  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the 
results  of  the  OSM/NPS  blasting  study. 


Seismic  effects  from  blasting  at  the  mine  would  not  be  de- 
tectable to  personnel  or  visitors  at  Bryce;  only  by  the  in- 
stallation of  very  sensitive  seismic  instrumentation  could 
blasting  be  detected  at  the  Park. 


-P 


Page  &-47  ,  Para.  6.   "During  Che  life  of  the  nine  35  to  100 


CO 


L 


acres  would  appear  Co  Che  viewer  11  cleared,  raw  earch  aC 
any  one  C  itne  .  " 

The  sentence  should  be  deleced  and  replaced  wich  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"Ho  surface  mining  would  be  seen  from  the  Park  until 
mining  progressed  to  Table  Mountain,  a  landform  appro- 
ximately 10  miles  from  Yovimpa  Point.  This  would  occur 
about  seven  years  after  the  commencement  of  mining. 

Of  the  approximately  5250  s ur £  a c e -m i ne ab 1 e  acrea  on 
Alton  East,  less  than  1550  acres  would  be  visible  from 
Yovimpa  Point.  This  would  result  in  an  average  surface 
disturbance  rate  of  about  55  acres  per  year. 

The  greatest  disturbance  level  would  present  about  315 
acres  of  mined-land  that  had  been  reclaimed  in  less 
than  one  year.  This  would  ocur  at  a  distance  of  about 
6  miles." 

Conment:  These  more  detailed  numbers  were  developed  from  a 
refined  viewshed  map  that  was  compared  with  a  preliminary 
mining  schedule  to  deteriaine  the  magnitude  of  seen  areas  un- 
der active  surface  disturbance.  This  study  should  be  avail- 
able to  the  OSM  from  Utah  International  by  15  September. 


Response  89-53 

Your  comments  have  been  noted.   The  text  has  been  revised  to  reflect 
information  received  froa  Utah  International  Inc.  and  the  SUPED  hearings. 
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Page  4  -  4  .'  ,  Para.  6.    The  third  sentence  in  this  paragraph 
should  be  written  as  follows: 

"Mining  and  related  activities  would  be  evident  from  ob- 
servation points  on  the  southern  rim  of  the  Paunsaugunt 
Plateau.  These  include  lands  administered  by  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service  and  the  National  Park  Service. 

There  are  no  existing  vistas  on  the  Paunsaugunt  Plateau 
in  Dixie  National  Forest.   Although  no  plans  or  funds 

i  .    n ii    n  _  .!  — ~     ..  1 IT   O 


Ninety-five  to  ninety-eight  percent  of  the  forest  re- 
creation visitation  is  in  the  East  Fort  Basin  area  near 
Tropic  Res 
Po  inC . 
Di 


ntucvj        itnc        •*»*       >.  ~  ™  »-  ~  j        —  -  o  ■■  -       r  — 

creation  visitation  is  in  the  East  Fort  Basin  area  near 

L  Tropic  Reservoir,  which  is  15  miles  norch  of  Powell 

PoinC.    (Personal  Communication,  U.S.  Foresc  Service 
District  Ranger)." 


Response  89-54 

The  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  sections  are  revised  to  reflect  this 
comment  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 
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The    following    paragraph    should    be    added 
the     description     of     impacts     from    mining     the    Alton    Leaae- 


51  .        Page    4-58 ,     Para .      1 . 


to 
hold: 

•Due  to  the  current  low  productivity  oE  the  Alton  Lease- 
hold, proper  reclamation  will  have  a  beneficial  land  use 
impact     due     to     improved    vegetation    management." 

Comment:  The  low  productivity  of  the  site  is  documented  by 
BLsVsanagement  Framework  Plan  (MFP)  for  the  Zion  Planning 
Unit.  It  is  exemplified  by  the  fact  that  a  major  portion 
of  the  area  is  unimproved  rangeland  and  consists  of  pinyon- 
juniper,  an  invading  vegetation  type  which  has  replaced 
native  grasses.  More  detailed  information  confirming  the 
MFP  data  in  the  form  of  vegetation  maps  and  land  use  maps 
has  been  or  will  be  provided  to  the  OSM  by  Utah  Internation- 
al . 


Response  89-55 

Productivity  of  the  area  may  continue  to  be  low  after  the  revegetation 
process,  and  may  only  benefit  grazing  animals.  Other  resource  values  such  as 
recreation,  watershed,  and  cultural  resources  would  not  be  improved  by  re- 
vegetation.     Therefore  the  paragraph  has  not  been  added. 


L/l 
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P  a  2  e  4-70,  Table  4-7  ,  Water  Resources  . 


'Loss  of  natural 


f  low  i~n  as  many  as  22  local  springs  and  reduction  in  yields 
of  an  unknown  number  of  wells  and  springs  in  adjacent  val- 
leys due  to  ground  water  pumping  of  the  Navajo  Sandstone 
aquifer  at  Alton;  and  contamination  of  sedimentation  of 
surface  streams  due  to  surface  strip  mining  of  coal." 


Comment:   See  comments   Page  4-25,  Para. 
6;  Page  4-25,  Para.  4,5. 


3;    Page    4-26,     Para. 


Response  89-56 

Table  4-7  has  been  revised  as  per  Goode  (1980)  in  the  final  EIS. 
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Page  4-71,  Table  4-7,  V e ge t a t ion / Spe c i e s  of  Concern.  "Ad- 
verse impact  to  an  unknown  amount  of  habitat  and  numbers  of 
various  species  of  concern  in  the  affected  states  (Appendix 
7)  with  the  construction  and  operation  of  project  compo- 
nents." 

Add  the  following:  "However,  no  known  threatened  or  endan- 
ge  red  plant  species  would  be  affected  by  the  development  of 
the    Alton    Leasehold.'' 


Response  89-57 

A  complete   inventory  for  endangered  plants  in  the  Alton  coal   lease  area 
has   not   been  completed  to  date.     Therefore  no  change  is  Bade  to  table  4-7. 


54. 
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Page  4-72,  Table  4-7,  Cultural  Resources.  "Adverse  impact 
to  an  estimated  329  archaeological  sites  with  the  construc- 
t  ion    of 

Comment  : 


irious    project    components. 
See    comment    Page    2-59,    Table    2-20. 


Response  89-58 

Refer  to  Response  89-14  regarding  this  comment. 


T55.   Pase  4-72,  Table  4-7,  Recreation  and  Aesthetics.   "Part  of 
The  visual  r  e  3  o  u  rce  as  viewed  from  Bryce  Canyon  National 
59  I       Park  degraded  with  strip  mining  activities  at  the  Alton 
col  fields."   (Impact) 


-22- 


"Portions  of  the  visual  resource  would  be  permanently  al- 
tered even  after  reclamation."  ( M  a  i  n  t  enanc  e  an  d  Enhance- 
ment of Long-Term  Product  ivi  by) 

Change  Impact  to  read:  "Fart  of  the  visual  resource  as 
viewed  from  Yovimpa  Point  degraded  during  active  mining  on 
the  Alton  coal  leases.  This  would  be  a  temporary  impact. 
Properly  designed  successful  reclamation  would  return  or 
enhance  this  viewscape  to  the  pre-mining  Visual  Resource 
Management  (VRM)  classes. 

Change  Maintenance  and  Enhancement  of  Long-Terirm  Producti- 
vity to  read:  "The  ratio  of  clearings  to  Pinyon-Juniper 
forest  would  increase  after  reclamation.  The  VRM  class 
would  probably  be  upgraded  in  some  portions  of  the  altered 
view." 


Response  89-59 

-.-  TawLl4"7  is  revised  as  sho*n  in  the  final  EIS.  After  successful  recla- 
mat!on  VRM  Class  III  and  IV  criteria  would  be  satisfied.  It  has  not  been 
determined   if  VRM  Class   II  objectives  would  be  satisfied  after  reclamation 


Change    "Yes"    Co    "No"    in    both    Irreversible    and    Irretrievable 
Cojnmi  t  cent     of    Resources    columns. 


o 


SO 


Page  4-73,  Table  4-7,  Recreation  and  Aesthetics.  "Blasting 
associated  with  mining  activities  in  the  Alton  coal  field 
could  alter  or  destroy  the  delicate  erosional  features  in 
Bryce  Canyon  Natinal  Park." 


Comment 


See    comment    Page    4-47,     Para.     5,     "Blasting    at    the 


Response  89-60 

Table  4-7   is   revised  as   shown   in  the  final   EIS  to  correspond  with  text 
revisions  in  Chapter  4. 


61 


Page  4-73,  Table  4-7,  Land  Use.  "Change  in  zoning  in  Kane, 
Washington,  and  Clark  Counties  for  those  areas  to  be  occu- 
pied   by    the    Alton    Coal    Mine     ...     " 

Coamen  t  :  The  response  in  the  Unavoidable  Adverse  Impact 
column  should  be  changed  fr  om  " Ye  8 "  to  "No  .  "  A  zoning 
change    is    not    an    adverse    impact. 


Response  89-61 

As  shown  in  the  final  EIS,   table  4-7  is  revised  to  reflect  your  cowent. 


62 


■f 


59. 


58.  Page  4-74 ,  Para ■  5 .  "The  strip  mining  of  coal  at  the  Alton 
Coal  Fields  ...  full  production  of  10.5  million  tons  per 
year  (SU,  1979)." 

De le  t  e  this  statement. 

Connnen t  :   See  comment  Page  4-9,  Para.  2. 


Page  4-78 ,  Para.   7 . 


'The  major  impact  areas  uouH  include 


reduction  or  elimination  of  springflow  as  a  reault  of  ground 
vater  pumping,  disturbance  of  shallow  ground  water  aquifers 
and  backfill  replacement,  surface  water  contamination  from 


Response  89-62 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Response  89-5. 
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mine    wastes,     and     increased    sedimentation    on    4,488    acres    of 
lands    to    be    disturbed    by    mining." 

Comment:        See    comments    Page    4-25,     Para.     3;    Page    4-24,     Para. 
7;     Page    4-25,     Para.     6;     Page    4-25,     Para.     4,5. 


Response  89-63  ._«*». 

The  Water  Resources  section  under  Alternative  2  of  Chapter  4  of  the 
final  EIS  1s  revised  to  reflect  your  comment. 
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4-79,      Para.     1.        "Mining    backfill    may    contaminate     shal- 

ui  Eer    water    quality     locally    by     increasing     salinity 

concentrations.       The    extent    of    this    contamina- 

be     restricted     to     the     area    of    the    mine    because 


Pa 

low     a  q 

and    nitrate 

tion    should 


both  the  backfill  and  present  aquifer  characteristics 
appear  to  be  poor  (SU,  19  7  9;  Hydrologic  Evaluation,  USD1, 
1979)." 

Comment:       See    comment    Page    4-24,     Para.     7. 


Response  89-64 

Your  concern  is  addressed  in  Response  89-63. 


to 

ON 


6 1  .        Page     4-79,      Par 


65 


'Accelerated     erosion    in    mining    areas 
increase     in    sedimentation     in    Konab,     Thompson, 


2. 


would  cause 

and  Skutumpah  Creeks;  and  Meadow  Canyon  Wash 

Comment:   See  comment  Page  4-25,  Para.  4,  5. 


62.        Page 


4-79  , 


a.  7.  "NFS  has  expressed  concern  that  revege- 
;ation  of  coal-mined  lands  south  of  Bryce  Canyon  National 
Park  could  introduce  plants  not  native  to  the  area.  Should 
this  occur,  it  would  be  possible  that  these  introduced  plant 
species  could  eventually  become  established  within  the  Park, 
thereby    altering    its    natural    character." 

Comment:       See    comment    Page    4-40,     Para.     5. 


Response  89-65 

The  text  in  the  Water  Resources  section  under  Alternative  2  in  Chapter  4 
has  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  indicate  that  an  increase  in  erosion 
could  occur. 


Response  89-66 

Refer  to  Response  89-47  concerning  your  comment. 
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64. 


Page  4-80,  Para ■  4 .  "Where  data  is  incomplete,  inconclu- 
sive, or  simply  nonexistent,  average  densities  of  15  sites 
per  section  (640  acres),  or  one  site  per  5  miles  of  linear 
distance  (transmission  lines,  pipelines)  is  assumed  and  in- 
corporated in  the  analysis  of  impacts." 

Comment  :  See  comment  Page  3-21,  Para.  1,  "An  average  den- 
sity ...  in  the  Alton  area." 

Page  4-80,  Para.  4.  "It  is  further  assumed  that  95  percent 
or  more  of  these  sites  will  be  archaeological  (rather  than 
historical),  and  that  75  percent  or  more  will  be  found  to  be 
of  National  Register  caliber  under  the  criteria  that  they 
have  yielded,  or  may  be  likely  to  yield,  information 
important  in  prehistory  ...'  (36  CFR,  Part  60)." 

See  comment  Page  4-43,  Par..  3,  "It  is  further 


Comment : 
as  s  uned  . , 


Response  89-67 

This  comment  is  discussed  in  Response  89-14. 
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65. 


59 


See    comment    Page     4-43,     Para.     3,     "It     is     further 


Pa;e     4-8  1,     Para.      2  . 


estimated  200  sites  would  be  ad- 
ve  r a  e  ly  impacted  during  mining  activities  on  8,488  acres  of 
mining  permit  area  at  Alton.  Of  the  total  238  sites,  at 
least     180    would    probably    be    of    National    Register    caliber." 

Comment:        See    comment    Page    3-21,     Para.     I.,    "An    average    den- 

3,     "It     is 


sity     ...     in     the    Alton    area; 
further    assumed     ...     ". 


Page    4-43,     Para. 


Response  89-68 

Refer  to  Response  89-14  regarding  this  comment. 


Response  89-69 

Refer  to  Response  89-14  for  a  discussion  concerning  this  comment. 


66. 


70 


K3 


Page  4-83,  Para.  1.  "Mining  activities  could  impact,  for 
the  life  of  the  project,  the  recreational  values  in  Bryce 
Canyon  National  Park  through  reductions  in  visibility  and 
the  visual  intrusion  of  the  mine  on  the  landscape'as  viewed 
from  Yovi^pa  Point  and  the  Promontory.  Modifications  to 
the  line,  form,  color,  and  textural  qualities  of  the  chara- 
teristic  landforras  caused  by  strip  mining  activities  would 
alter  the  visual  quality  of  the  area  and  would  not  meet  VRM 
Class  IV  objectives." 

Comment:  See  comment  P.  4-47,  Para.  5,  Recreation  and  Aes- 
thetics ,  Alton  Coal  Field.  In  addition  to  the  referenced 
comae  ntT^be  following  statement  should  be  added  to  para- 
graph I,  page  4-83:  "Although  VRM  class  ratings  would  be 
exceeded  during  mining,  disturbed  acreage  would  meet  or  ex- 
ceed the  pre-mining  VRM  Classes  following  reclamation." 


Response  89-70 

See  the  revised  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  sections  in  Chapter  4  of  the 
final  EIS.  After  successful  reclamation  VRM  Class  III  and  Class  IV  objec- 
tives would  be  satisfied.  It  has  not  been  determined  if  VRM  Class  II  objec- 
tives would  be  satisfied  after  reclamation. 


71 


-67.  Page  4-83,  Para.  1.  "Mining  activities  would  generate  dust, 
noise,  and  air  pollution,  which  could  degrade  recreational 
values     in    Bryce    Canyon    National    Park    (SU,     1979)." 

Comment  :        See    comment    Page    4-47,     Para.     5,     "Mining    activi- 
ties   would    generate    ...    " 


Response  89-71 

See   the   revised  Recreation  and  Aesthetics   sections    in  Chapter  4  of  the 
final   EIS. 


72 


~68.  Page  4-83  ,  Para ■  1  .  "Blasting  associated  with  mining  acti- 
vities could  damage  the  delicate  eroaional  features  of  the 
park . " 

Comment:        See    comment    Page    4-47,     Para.     5,     "Blasting    at    the 


Response  89-72 

See   the   revised   Recreation  and  Aesthetics   sections    in  Chapter  4  of  the 
final   EIS. 


"°69.        Page    4-84  ,     Para  ■     1  ■        The     following    paragraph     should    be    added 
to    the    description    of    Alton    Coal     Field     impacts: 

"Due  to  the  low  vegetative  productivity  of  the  Alton  Coal 
Field,  proper  reclamation  will  have  a  beneficial  land 
use     impact     due     to     improved    vegetation    management." 
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Comnen  t : 


See    comment    Page    4-58,     Para.     1. 


Page  4-87,  Table  4-9,  Water  Resources.  "Loss  of  natural 
flow  in  a.,  many  as  22  local  springs  and  reduction  in  the 
yields  of  an  unknown  number  of  wells  and  springs  in  adjacent 
valleys  due  to  ground  water  pumping  of  the  Navajo  Sandstone 
aquifer  at  Alton;  and  contamination  and  sedimentation  of 
surface    streams    due    to    surface    strip    mining    of    coal." 

Comment  :  See  comments  Page  4-25,  Para.  3;  Page  S-5,  Para. 
4;  Page  4-26,  Para.  6;  Page  4-25,  Para.  6;  Page  4-25,  Para. 
4,5. 


Response  89-73 

Your  concern  is  addressed  in  Response  89-55. 


Response  89-74 

Table  4-9  has  been  revised  to  reflect  your  comment  as  shown  in  the  final 
EIS. 


Pare  4-8 


Table  4-9,  V e ge t a t i on / Spec ie s  of  Concern.   "Ad- 


verse impact  to  an  unknown  amount  of  habitat  and  numbers  of 
various  species  of  concern  in  the  affected  states  (Appendix 
75        7)  with  the  construction  and  operation  of  project  compo- 
nents." 

Coi^ent :   See  comment  Page  4-71,  Table  4-7. 


Response  89-75 

Refer  to  Response  89-57  concerning  your  comment. 


N> 

us 


76 


Pa ;e     4- 


Table     4-9,     Cultural     Resources.        "Adverse     impact 


to     an     estimated     259    archaeological     sites     with     the    construc- 
tion   of    the    various    project    components." 


Comment:        See    comment    Page    2-59,    Table    2-20. 


Response  89-76 

Table  4-9   is   revised  to  reflect  your  concern  as  shown  in  the  final   EIS. 


73.  Page  4-88,  Table  4-9,  Recreation  and  Aesthetics.  "Part  of 
the  visual  resource  as  viewed  from  Bryce  Canyon  National 
Park     degraded    with     strip    mining    activities     at     the    Alton 

77  coal    fields." 

Comment  :    See  comment  Page  4-72,  Table  4-7,  Recreation  and 

Aesthetics. 

I,,  Page  4-89,  Table  4-9,  Recreation  and  Aesthetics.  "Blasting 
associated  with  mining  activities  in  the  Alton  coal  field 
could  alter  or  destroy  the  delicate  erosional  features  in 

78  Bryce    Canyon    National     Park." 

Comment  :         See     comment     Page    4-47,     Para.     5,     "Blasting    at     the 


Response  89-77 

This  comment  is  discussed  in  Response  89-14. 


Response  89-78 

Table  4-9  is  revised  to  reflect  your  comnent  as  shown  in  the  final  EIS. 
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75.  Page  4-89,  Table  4-9,  Land  Use.  "Change  in  zoning  in  Kane 
and  ETTTk  Counties  for  those  areas  to  be  occupied  by  the 
Alton    coal    aiae    ..." 

Comment :       See    comment    Page    4-73,    Table    4-7. 
-26- 


Response  89-79 

As  shown  in  the  final  EIS,  table  4-9  is  revised  to  reflect  your  content. 


76. 


Pagi 


4-97,  Para. 1 


"Essentially  the  major  impacts  on  water 
,  rces  From  mining  in  the  'Alton  West'  lease  area  would 
be  those  o£  disturbance  or  removal  of  shallow  ground  aqui- 
fers and  associated  springs  due  to  surface  raining  and  back- 
fill replacement,  surface  water  contamination  from  mine 
wastes,  and  increased  sedimentation." 

See  comments  Page  4-25,  Para.  3;  Page  4-25,  Para. 
Para.  6;  Page  4-25,  Para.  4,5. 


C  o  mme  n  t  : 

7;  Page  4-25 


Response  89-80 

The  Water  Resources  section  under  Alternative  3  in  Chapter  4  of  the 
final  EIS  is  revised  to  reflect  your  comtent. 


77. 


Page  4- 102 ,  Para ■  5 .  "NPS  has  expressed  concern  that  re- 
vegetation  of  coal-mined  lands  south  of  Bryce  Canyon  Nation- 
al Park  could  introduce  plants  not  native  to  the  area. 
Should  this  occur,  it  would  be  possible  that  these  intro- 
duced plant  species  could  eventually  become  established 
within    the    Park,    thereby    altering    its    natural    character." 

Comment:        See    comment    Page    4-40,     Para.     5. 


Response  89-81 

Refer  to  Response  89-47  concerning  your  comment. 


82 


Page  104,  Para.  2.  "Unless  otherwise  specified,  where  data 
is  incomplete,  inconclusive,  or  simply  nonexistent,  average 
densities  of  15  Bites  per  section  (640  acres),  or  one  site 
per  5  miles  of  linear  distance  (transmission  lines,  pipe- 
lines) is  assumed  and  incorporated  in  the  analysis  of  im- 
pacts." 

Comment:  See  comment  Page  3-21,  Para.  1,  "An  average  den- 
sity ...    in  the  Alton  area." 


Response  89-82  .         

Refer  to  Response  89-14  concerning  this  consent. 


79  Page  4-104,  Para.  2.  "It  is  further  assumed  that  95  percent 
or  more  of  these  sites  will  be  archaeological  (rather  than 
historical),  and  that  75  percent  or  more  will  be  found  to  be 
of  National  Register  caliber  under  the  criteria  that  they 
83  «...  have  yielded,  or  may  be  likely  to  yield,  information 
important  in  prehistory  ..."  (36  CFR,  Part  60)." 

Comment:    See  comment  Page  4-43,  Para.  3,  "It  is  further 


Response  89-83 

Refer  to  Response  89-14  concerning  this  comment. 


m 


Pa 


„S_1 


4-104,  Para.  4.  "An  estimated  43  sites  would  be  ad- 
versely  impacted  during  raining  activities  on  1,830  acres  of 
mining  permit  area  at  Alton.  Of  the  total  sites,  at  least 
32    would    probably    be    of    National    Register    caliber. 

Comment:  See  comment  Page  3-21,  Para.  1,  "An  average _ den. i- 
ty  ...  in  the  Alton  areaj  "Page  4-43,  Para.  3,  "It  i.  fur- 
ther   as  sumed     ... 


Response  89-84 

The  estimated  number  of  sites  adversely  impacted  during  mining  activ- 
ities on  10,154  acres  is  revised  in  the  Cultural  Resources  section  under 
Alternative  3  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  the  Museua  of  Northern 
Arizona's  average  site  density  of  one  site  per  68  acres. 
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82. 


Comment:   See  comment  Page  4-83,  Para. 


Pa  ee  4-107, 


Para.  2.    "Mining  activitU 


would    not    be    di- 

rectly    visible    iron    Yovimpa    Point    or    The    Promontory    in    Bryce 
Canyon    National     Park,     although    dust,     air     pollutants,     and 
noise     could     impact     the     aesthetic     and 
the    Parle    (Air    Quality    section    of     this 


recreational    values 
alternative)." 


Co-.nent:     See    comment    Page    4-47,     Para.     5. 


Response  89-85 

See   the   revised   Recreation   and   Aesthetic   section   in  Chapter   4  of  the 
final  EIS. 


Response  89-86 

Refer  to  Response  89-5  for  a  discussion  concerning  this  comment. 


33. 


K5 
U1 


Pase    4-123,    Table    4-11,    Water    Resources. 


segmentation     of 


face     streams     and 


"Contamination  and 
reductions  in  the 
and    springs    due 


yields     of     local     shallow     ground    water    wells 
87  to    strip    mining     at    Alton    coal     fields." 

Comment  :        See    comments    Page    4-25,     Para.     6;     Page    4-25,     Para 
4,5;     Page    4-25,     Para .     3 . 


Response  89-87 

Table  4-11  is  revised  to  reflect  your  comment  as  shown  in  the  final   EIS. 


88 


"84.  Paee  4-124,  Table  4-11,  Ve ge t a t i on/ Spec ies  of  Concern.  "Ad- 
Verse  impact  to  an  unknown  amount  of  habitat  and  numbers  of 
various  species  of  concern  in  the  affected  states  (Appendix 
7)  with  the  construction  and  operation  of  project  compo- 
nents." 

Comment:       See    comment    Page    4-71,    Table    4-7. 


Response  89-88 

Refer  to  Response  89-57  concerning  your  comment. 


Page  4-125,  Table  4-11,  Recreation  and  Aesthetics.  "Blast- 
ing associated  with  mining  activities  Tn  the  Alton  coal 
fields  could  alter  or  destroy  the  delicate  eroaional  fea- 
tures   in    Bryce    Canyon    National    Park." 

Comment:        See    comment     Page    4-47,     Para.     5,     "Blasting    at    the 


Response  89-89 

Table  4-11  is  revised  to  reflect  your  comment  as  shown  in  the  final   EIS. 


90 


Table     4-11 ,     Land     Use .         "Change     in     zoning     in 
ark    Counties     for    those    areas    to    be 


86.        Page     4-126 

Kane,     Washington     and     C 

occupied    by     the    Alton    coal    mine     ..." 

Comment:       See    comment    Page    4-73,    Table    4-7. 


Response  89-90 

As  shown  in  the  final  EIS, 


table  4-11  is  revised  to  reflect  your  c 


nt. 
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UTAH     INTERNATIONAL     INC. 


BSD    CAL'^OnniA      3TUCCT 

CABI.C       AOOItS*' 


I3CO,    C*UI 


2    July     1980 


Mr  .  Dona  Id  Crane 

Office  of  Surface  Hining 

Reels nation  and  Enforcement 

Brookes  Towers 

1020  15th  Street 

Denver,  Colorado   80202 


Dear  Mr .  Crane, 

Utah  International  Inc.  holds  coal  leases  in  the  Alton  Coal  Field 
of  southern  Utah.  We  understand  that  the  Office  of  Surface 
Mining  is  seeking  information  to  investigate  the  allegations  in  a 
petition  to  declare  an  area  containing  the  Alton  Coal  field  as 
unsuitable  for  surface  mining. 

We  are  vitally  concerned  that  this  investigation  produce  factual 
and  objective  information.  Utah  International  Inc.  has  held 
these  leases  since  1963.  We  have  actively  marketed  the  deposit 
over  the  years  under  several  development  scenarios.  Description 
of  mining  and  reclamation  plans  and  related  environmental  data 
have  been  submitted  in  connection  with  these  efforts  to  the 
appropriate  government  agency  at  the  time.  With  the  promulgation 
of  the*  new  0  S  M  regulations  additional  data  has  been  demanded  and 
we  are  collecting  it  in  order  to  submit  our  mine  and  reclamation 
plan.  This  letter  describes  'our  current  planning  efforts  and 
when  we  anticipate  that  information  could  be  provided  to  you. 

Air  Quality/ Visibility 

We  have  collected  air  quality  and  meteorology  data  on  the  site 
lince  February,  1976.  As  you  are  aware,  we  initiated  an  inter- 
agency air  quality/visibility  study  in  January  I960.  Our  study 
plan,  prepared  by  Environmental  Research  and  Technology,  Inc. 
(  £  R  T  )  ,  was  presented  to  the  National  Park  Service,  the  Office  of 
Surface  Mining,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency.  Subsequently,  this  interagency  group 
hai  initiated  a  second  independent  modeling  effort. 

We  have  contracted  with  ERT  to  model  the  visibility  effects 
of  the  proposed  mining  and  related  secondary  effects  (e.g., 
increased  population)  on  a  number  of  lines-of-sight  provided  by 
the  National  Park  Service.  In  the  interests  of  sharing  similar 
technical  assumptions,  we  have  provided  this  interagency  group 
with  the  emission  and  control  factors,  the  assumed  particle 


sire  distribution  and  color  classification,  site-specific  meteor- 
ological data,  and  an  emissions  inventory  to  be  used  in  our 
model.  We  would  like  to  stress  that  this  emissions  inventory  was 
developed  from  our  preliminary  mine  plan  and  may  be  revised 
depending  on  our  final  mine  design.  We  expect  preliminary  node  l_ 
results  by  mid-July.  Final  nodel  results  and  a  completed  re  po_r  t 
are  expected  by  September  1.   This  will  be  forwarded  to  you. 

Visual  Impact 

In  November,  1978,  we  commissioned  Conarc  Design  Systems,  Inc. 
to  prepare  a  computer-generated  viewshed  analysis  to  determine 
which  surface  mining  areas  could  be  seen  frora  Yovimpa  Point.  Our 
original  computer  tape  of  1:24000  USGS  digitized  topography  was 
provided  to  the  National  Park  Service  Rocky  Mountain  Regional 
Automatic  Data  Processing  group  in  March,  1979  for  independent 
analysis.  Our  final  nap  indicating  which  surface  mineable  areas 
could  be  seen  from  Yovimpa  Point  was  field-checked  in  September, 
1979  and  again  in  May,  1980.  This  map  was  provided  to  the  Denver 
office  of  the  National  Park  Service  on  28  Hay  of  this  year. 

With  the  assistance  of  a  survey  field  crew,  we  have  plotted  a 
number  of  these  seen  areas  on  a  panoramic  photograph  supplied  by 
the  National  Park  Service  in  order  to  prepare  a  photosimulation 
of  the  views  lied  during  mining  and  after  reclamation.  This  infor- 
mation was  provided  to  the  National  Park  Service  Denver  Office 
as  input  to  the  preparation  of  a  photos  iir.ulat  ion  for  a  visitor 
survey  to  be  conducted  this  summer  in  Bryce  Canyon.  Additional 
presentations  were  made  to  the  National  Park  Service  Mining  and 
Minerals  Division  in  San  Francisco  on  5  June,  and  to  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  in  Salt  Lake  City  on  10  June. 


We  have  contracted  with  Wirth  Associates,  Inc.  a  landscape  archi- 


Recla imabilitv  of  Alton  Coal  Field 


:ll 


the 


Ab   you  are  wen   awan 

acreage  adjacent   to  our  leases 


reclamation  to   improve 

habitats,   and   to  meet   aesthetic  concerns 

mine  within  the  viewshed  of  Bryce  Canyon. 


BLH   has   developed   improved  g raring 

and  within  view  of  Bryce  Canyon. 

this  pattern  of 


Our  reclamation  plan  objective- 
existing  grazing  allotments  and  wildlife 


are  to  continue 

its  and  wi 
in  those  areas  of  the 


c^ 


Several  research  studies  -have  been  conducted  since  1976  by  Che 
U.S.  Forest  Service,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and  Utah 
International  Inc.  on  our  Alton  Coal  Lea  sen  to  determine  the 
reclaiinabi  I  ity  of  the  site.  Results  to  date  indicate  that  both 
the  soils  and  treated  overburden  materials  are  reclaimable. 

Early  soils,  vegetation,  and  wildlife  baseline  inventories  were 
prepared  in  197^-5  by  the  SWA  Croup  and  published  in  the  Southern 
U  tan  Co  a  1  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Part  2  (Site 
Specific  Analysis).  We  are  updating  these  studies  to  respond  to 
new  OSH  permit  r eq u i r ene n t s .   They  include  the  following: 

Soils  and  Overburd en 

The  updated  soils  survey  and  our  analysis  of  overburden 
materials  at  Alton  indicate  that  there  will  be  adequate 
supplies  of  soil  and  topsoiling  material  available  for 
reclamation.  Our  soils  maps  will  be  completed  and  forwarded 
to  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  by  _J5__Ju  1  y_;_  It  is  "TnYici"-" 
pated  that  further  overburden ,  sampling  now  un de rway "  wi 11 J  be 
completed  by  15  September.  These  results  will  "also  be 
provided  to  the  OSM. 

Vegetat  ion 

A  more  detailed  vegetation  resources  baseline  inventory  was 
prepared  in  the  fall  of  1979.  Exclosures  and  reference  areas 
were  installed  in  May,  1980.  Ground  truthing  of  the  vege- 
tation baseline  map  is  now  underway,  and  productivity, 
diversity  and  cover  data  will  be  collected  throughout  the 
field  season.    The  vegetation  resources  map.  will  be  provided, 

to  you  by  15  August . Production  data  will  not  be  taken'until 

la  Ce  Se  pt ember . 

Wi Idl ife 

On  26  June,  we  met  with  representatives  of  the  Utah  State 
Division  of  Oil,  Cas  and  Mining,  Utah  State  Division  of 
Wildlife  Resources,  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Services 
to  collect  existing  information  on  the  wildlife  resources  of 
the  Alton  Coal  Field  and  to  discuss  specific  concerns  of 
these  wildlife  agency  representatives.  (Staff  from  the  OSM 
and  BLM  were  invited  but  unable  to  attend.)  Existing  infor- 
mation will  be  supplemented  with  any  additional  surveys  that 
nay  be  necessary  to  develop  a  w  i  I  d  1  i  f  c'  to  i  t  i  g  a  t  i  o  n  plan. 
We  will  provide  ail  available  information  _to  th« 
I  September. 

Land  Use 


ie OSM by 


A  land  cover  and  use  survey  is  now  underway  to  determine 
existing  and  historical  land  use.   The  survey  will  provide  £ 


basis  for  determining  the  post-mining  land  uses  of  various 

sections  of  the  leases.   We  anticipate  that  our  land  use  a nd_ 

cover  maps  will  be  completed  by  1 5  Se ptenber.   These  will  be 
forwarded  to  you  at  that  time. 

Rec  lama t ion  Test  Plots 

Data  from  the  reclamation  test  plots  are  publicly  available 
from  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service  Range  and  Shrub  F.cperiment 

Station  inUt ah. 

Hydrology 

Hydrological  concerns  identified  in  t  h,  e  petition  include  the 
effects  of  surface  raining  on  the  surface  and  shallow  groundwater 
systems  and  the  effect  of  pumping  for  the  slurry  line  on  the 
deeper  Navajo  aquifer. 

We  have  contracted  with  D'Appolonia  Consulting  Engineers,  Inc.  to 
conduct  the  necessary  field  work  to  characterize  the  surface  and 
shallow  groundwater.  Surface  water  studies  to  be  conducted  dur- 
ing their  field  effort  this  summer  include:  delineation  of  all 
surface  water  bodies,  establishment  of  the  flow  characterises  in 
lease  area  streams,  collection  of  water  quality  data  for  these' 
streams,  and  development  of  a  continuing  surface  water  monitoring 
program.  Field  studies  addressing  the  character  of  the  shallow 
groundwater  system  that  underlies  the  lease  area  will  deal  with 
both  the  surficial  alluvial  and  coal  seam  (Dakota  Formation) 
aquifers.  Ten  piezometers  have  been  previously  installed  in  the 
coal  seam  aquifer  during  the  fall  of  1979  and  another  fifteen  to 
twenty  will  be  installed  this  summer  in  both  of  the  above  aqui- 
fers. Data  to  be  generated  from  these  piezometers  include:  po- 
tentiometric  surface  maps  for  both  aquifers,  definition  of  hydro- 
dynamic  properties  for  each  aquifer,  collection  of  water  quality 
data,  description  of  the  hydrogcologic  setting  within  which  these 
aquifers  are  located,  and  development  of  a  continuing  groundwater 
monitoring  program.  We  anticipate  that  the  results  of  this  field 
effort  should  be  final izedby  this  Septerabe r . 

We  have  been  assessing  the  availability  of  water  from  the  deeper 
Navajo  aquifer  for  several  years.  Studies  conducted  by  Bingham 
Engineering  in  1979  have  indicated  that  the  effects  of  a  with- 
drawal of  about  6  Q  0  0  gallons  per  minute  under  the  most  adverse 
assumptions  will  not  result  in  a  significant  drawdown  beyond  a 
distance  of  four  miles  from  the  veil  area.  Under  nore  likely 
assumptions,  the  aquifer  will  be  replenished  and  no  effects  will 
be  noticeable  except  in  the  immediate  area  of  the  well  field.  In 
any  case,  no  harm  will  come  to  local  water  users  from  this  level 
of  development.  Testing  as  part  of  a  larger  term  engineering 
effort   to   provide   additional   information   on   this   important 

subject  will  be  done  this  summer  and  ye  w i 1 1 prov  ide  an  int e  rira^ 

report  by  late  September. 
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A  nunbcr  of  socioeconomic  studios  have  been  conducted  in  southern 
Utah  in  anticipation  of  coal  development  in  the  region.  These 
include  the  Five  County  Association  of  Governments  (AOG)  report 
included  in  the  Southern  Utah  Coal  EIS  and  Che  Centaur  Asso- 
ciates, Inc.  socioeconomic  study  for  the  Allen-Warner  Valley 
Energy  System  Draft  EIS.  We  have  reviewed  these  studies  and  are 
collecting  additional  information  to  begin  planning  for  community 
growth  resulting  from  the  mine.  Additional  formal  material  will 
be  submitted  with  our  mine  plan. 

Archaeology 

Archaeological  clearance  investigations  were  conducted  by  the 
Museum  of  northern  Arizona  (MlfA)  prior  to  exploration  drilling  in 
1974  and  1979.  An  additional  drilling  survey  was  alsb  conducted 
in  1976-7  by  International  Learning  and  Research,  Inc.  These 
reports  are  available  through  the  Utah  State  Historic  Preserva- 
tion Office. 

H  N  A  has  recently  completed  an  intensive  Class  III  level  inventory 
of  the  first  five-year  mining  areas.  The  majority  of  the  sites 
consist  of  lithic  scatters  and  do  not  include  any  major  dwell- 
ings.  UNA  is  currently  analyzing  the  results  _  o  f  __t  he  i.r..survey..and 

anticipates  completing  their  report  befor  e 1 Jepteraber  .    The 

report  must  be  provided  to  Utah  State  Historic  Preservation 
Office  for  their  files.  With  their  concurrence,  we  would  also 
provide  the  report  to  the  OSM. 

We  look  forward  to  continued  cooperation  with  the  Office  of 
Surface  Mining  in  our  efforts  to  establish  factual  and  objective 
information  during  this  petition  process.  Please  do  not  hesitate 
to  contact  us  should  you  have  any  questions. 

Yours  very  truly, 


c^i^cf 


John  C.  Ferrell 
Project  Manager 
Alton  Development 


cc:   Mr .  Me  I  Sch  il  ling 

Ms.  Barbara  Brown,  National  Park  Service 
Mr  .  Gary  Wicks,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 


April  29,  1980 


Mr.  Morgan  Jensen 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Cedar  City  District  Office 

1579  North  Main  Street 

P.  0.  Box  724 

Cedar  City,  Utah   84720 


Ref!   Draft  Management  Framework  Plan  Supplement  for 
the  Escalante.  Paria  and  Zion  Planning  Units 


Dear  Mr.  Jensen: 


District . 

The  draft  plan  recognizes 


that  the  coal  unsui tabi li ty  criteria 


be  applied  to  defeat  Ut 

recognizes  the_  necessity..!?,  rjwait.ing 

plan  prior  '\p     final  application  of  thi 


Lting  _the    .subcsi_3.s.ior._pf — = — y.n -^~- 

f    the    coal    unsuitability_cri.tcr.ni. 

plan,  prior    tp    r»n.«   .»H^— -—  ^ ~-..revi9 OOnco.plete _*n^___' 

jnine  plan.._ 

Utah  has  held  its  ieasehold  interest,  include  d  »i  lhi«  th.  ^nage- 
TS^'Sr^/^rS^^V^^  eon^rX^c-nt.  of 
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coney  in  development  work,  environmental  work  and  marketing  ef- 
forts. Accordingly,  Utah  has  made  substantial  legal  and  financial 
ccr-.mit  ~enis  wnich  exempt  its  leaseholds  from  application  of  the 
unsui lability  criteria  at  the  planning  stage.  To  designate  Utah's 
existing  coal  leaseholds  as  unsuitable  would  be  contrary  to  Utah's 
statutcry  and  constitutional  righto  and  could  result  in  a  claim  by 
Utah  for  compensation  for  the  value  of  its  property  which  could 
amount  to  several  millions  of  dollars. 

In  any  event,  the  ELM  planning  effort  should  be  directed  at  the 
entire  planning  unit  in  respect  of  which  the  planning  effort  is 
being  undertaken,  and  the  3LM  should  not  focus  upon  any  particular 
proposed  mining  operation  which  is  still  in  its  planning  stages 
and  for  which  there  is  no  operation  and  reclamation  plan  detailing 
the  manner  in  wnich  the  proposed  mining  operation  would  avoid  ad- 
verse environmental  impacts.  Even  if  the  Surface  Mining  Control 
and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977  were  applicable  to  Utah's  leased 
lands,  the  only  areas  which  are  required  to  be  designated  unsuit- 
able for  surface  co=il  mining  are  those  where  reclamation  is  not 
technologically  and  economically  feasible.  Such  a  determination 
cannot  possibly  be  made  as  to  any  of  Utah's  leasehold  lands  until 
an  operation  and  reclamation  plan  is  submitted. 

All  other  considerations  under  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and 
Reclamation  Act  of  1977,  as  well  as  BLM's  own  planning  criteria 
under  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976,  if  they 
are  applicable  at  all,  are  discretionary,  and  must  be  weighed 
against  the  social  and  economic  benefits  that  would  flow  from  3 
project  that  would  involve  the  lands  which  are  the  subject  of  the 
planning  effort.  The  weighing  process  cannot  take  place  without 
consideration  of  the  operation  and  reclamation  plan,  approval  of 
which  wculd  be  a  condition  of  the  right  to  mine.  Utah  believes 
that  its  operation  and  reclamation  plan  will  demonstrate  that 
reclamation  is  feasible,  and  that  there  will  be  no  unacceptable 
environmental  impacts  incident  to  Utah's  operations. 

BLM's  multiple  use  planning  approach  dictates  that  no  potential 
use  of  the  public  lands  (especially  a  relatively  short-term  use 
such  as  mining)  should  be  foreclosed  at  the  planning  stage  when 
the  coal  lands  in  question  are  lands  presently  under  lease.  Mul- 
tiple use  principles  would  dictate  that  all  potential  uses  of  the 
lands  be  permitted  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable.  Whether  or 
not  Utah's  proposed  mining  activities  would  be  contrary  to  other- 
important  resource  values  as  to  suggest  that  mining  should  be  pro- 
hibited must  necessarily  await  the  specifics  of  how  the  mining 
operations  are  to  be  conducted. 


W  e  _  n  o  t  e 
draft  p 
app  r  o  x l 
me  n  d  a  t  i 
nature . 
app  r  o  a  c 
that  an 
surface 
r  e  c  1  ama 
sary  to 
imp  act . 


that  it  is  recommended  in  the  Multiple  Use  sectionof the 

Ian  that  approximately  1,000  acres  o  f 1  and (_c  c_nta  i_njL  n  g 

mately  30  million  tons  of  coal) not be pined.   That  reccn- 

cn  is  based  solely  on  general  conclusions  of  a  regional 

Utah  believes,  and  the  SLM's  own  Multiple  Use  planning 

h  would  seem  to  dictate,  that  the  BLM  snould  not  recommend 

y  of  Utah's  lease  lands  be  designated  as  unsuitable  far 

coal  mining  in  the  absence  of  a  specific  operation  and 
tion  plan  which  will  supply  the  site-specific  data  neces- 
a  determination  of  the  proposed  mining  operation's  precise 


The  comments  attached  to  this  letter  are  addressed  to  individual 
topics  in  the  draft  plan.  We  strongly  urge,  however,  that  the  8LM 
should  not  make  any  recommendations  regarding  unsu i t ab 1 1 i  t  y  for 
surface  coal  minino  at  this  time.  In  view  of  the  need  tc  satisfy 
increasing  amounts  of  the  nation's  energy  requirements  from  domes- 
tic sources,  it  is  vital  that  any  applicable  land  use  planning  in 
coal  lease  areas  proceed  upon  the  fullest  possible  information 
base.  This  information  base  is  being  developed,  and  we  believe  we 
will  demonstrate  that  Utah  will  conduct  its  proposed  aining  opera- 
tions in  an  environmentally-accepted  manner. 

Finally,  we  should  observe  that  Utah's  comments  set  forth  ebove 
and  hereinafter  would  apply  as  well  to  the  leasehold  lands  pre- 
sently controlled  by  Nevada  Electric  Investment  Co.  (Utah's  and 
Nevada  Electric.  Investment  Co.'s  coal  properties,  it  is  contem- 
plated, will  be  developed  jointly). 


Sincerely  yours , 


JOHN  C.  TERRELL 
Project  Manager 
Alton  Development 


Attachments 
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The  draft  plan  chows  that  the  unsuitability  criteria  are  in- 

aoo  i  i  c  z  p  i  e    To  TZ~.  n  '  3  i  e  e-ses  . 


Host  of  the  criteria  are  inapplicable  to  Utah's  leases. 

The  Following  criteria  have  no  application  at  all  to  these 
lands  : 


Is3 

-J 

O 


1  . 
2. 
ft. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9-15. 

17. 
'IB. 
20. 


Specific  categories  of  Federal  lands. 

Federal  lands  within  easements,  etc. 

Wilderness  study  areas. 

Class  I  scenic  lands. 

Interference  with  scientific  studies. 

National  Register  sites. 

Natural  Areas  and  National  Natural  Landmarks 

Threatened  or  endangered  species,  eagle,  falcon  and 

othe  r  habitats. 

Municipal  watersheds. 

National  Resource  Water. 

State  proposed  criteria. 


B .   The  reTajnjnr:  criteria  have  insignificant  application  to 
Utah's  leases. 


No .  3    Ceneteries  and  riahts-of-wav. 

Utah  will  not  mine  within  100  feet  of  cemeteries, 
and  mining  and  nine  access  roads  will  be  conducted  and 
operated  under  conditions  approved  by  the  local  governing 
agency  as  part  of  our  mining  and  reclamation  plan. 

No .  16   Riverine,  coastal  and  special  100-vear  recurrence 
interval  flood  plains. 


Control  and  Reclamation  Act.  The  Act  refers  not  to  100- 
year  flood  plains  but  rather  to  operations  which  "will 
affect  natural  hazard  lands  in  which  operations  could 
substantially  endanger  life  and  property,  such  lands  to 
include  areas  subject  to  frequent  flcodinc  *  *  *"  (sec. 
522(a)(3)(D);  emphasis  added).  The  specific  standard  of 
"frequent  flooding"  is  expressly  incorporated  into  the 
unsuitabi 1 i t y  determination  to  be  made  under  section 
522(b)  of  the  Act."  The  substitution  of  a  100-year  flood 
plain  standard  is  not  authorized. 

Second,  the  regulations  themselves  recognize  that 
Criterion  No.  16  does  not  apply  at  all  to  lands  in  which 
the  operator  has  made  substantial  legal  and  financial  com- 
mitments prior  to  January  h,     1977.   That  is  the  case  here. 

Third,  Criterion  No.  16  by  its  terms  does  net  ao- 
ply  where  mining  can  be  undertaken  without  substantial 
threat  of  loss  to  people  or  property,  and  to  the  natural 
and  beneficial  values  of  the  flood  plain  on  the  lease 
tract  and  downstream"  («J  C.F.R.  3461.1  (p)  (1)(2>).  That 
will  be  shown  to  be  the  case  when  Utah's  mine  plan  is  re- 
viewed by  the  U.  S.  Geological  Survey  and  the  Bureau. 

field  reconnaissance  conducted  by 
al  Inc.  and  G.  W.  Sandberg  of  the 
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No  riverine  or  coastal  problems  exist,  and  the  3ureau. 
concludes  (draft  plan,  p.  12)  that  there  is  insufficient 
data  at  present  concerning  special  flood  plains  within 
the  area.  First,  a  100-year  flood  plain  standard  is  not 
authorized  by  section  522(b)  of  the  Surface  Coal  Mining 


Section  522(b)  requires  that  the  review  be  conducted 
"pursuant  to  the  standards  set  forth  in  paragraphs  (2) 
and  (3)  of  sub-section  (a)  of  this  section  ♦  ♦  •  ". 
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utset,     we    wish    to    point    out    that    Criterion    No.     19 

and    the     statutory    authority    and    standards    confer- 

ection    522(b)    of    the    Act.        Instead,     these    alluvial 

loor     criteria     appear     to    have    been    picked    up    from 

it     approval     standards     of    section    510    of    the    Act, 

andards    are,     of    course,     applicable    only    in    connec- 

h    a    specific    mining    plan.       Moreover,     the    criterion 

the     specific     limitations    or"    section     510(b)     (5) 

elude     "undeveloped    range    lands    which    are    not    sig- 

to     farming    on     said     alluvial     valley     floors"    and 

*     *     that     if     the     faming    will     be     interrupted, 

nued,     or     precluded     is     of    such     small     acreage     as 

negligible    impact    on    the    farm's    agricultural    pro- 

(sec.     510(b)(5)(A)).        Both    exclusions    apply    to 

eased    1 ands . 


In  addition,  we  note  that  the  draft  plan  states 
that  there  is  insufficient  data  at  this  time  to  determine 
whether  there  are  alluvial  valley  floors  within  the  area 
under  review,  and  this  information  is  expected  to  be  gen- 
erated through  the  development  of  mining  and  reclamation 
plans  by  lease  operators  and  by  studies  to  be  initiated  by 
the  Eureau. 

3.  E.  Hardaway  et  ■  al  .  (1977)*  found  no  alluvial 
valley  floors  in  the  Alton  lease  area.  We  are  currently 
conducting  a  study  which  will  review  the  following  data 
sourcec:  (1)  mapping  of  surficial  geology  (alluvial  depo- 
sits), (2)  potent loaetric  levels  of  near-surface  waters, 
(3)  soil  studies  showing  presence  of  soil  moisture  and 
mottling,  (4)  vegetation  surveys  identifying  plant  species 
indicative  of  sub i rr igs t ion ,  and  (5)  socioeconomic  studies 
addressing  the  importance  of  agriculture  to  the  local 


economy.  A  preliminary  review  of  this  data  supoorts  the 
Hardaway  determination.  While  final  verification  must 
await  the  conclusion  of  the  described  effort,  we  neverthe- 
less believe  that  the  final  supplement  to  the  Manage-.ent 
Framework  Plan  would  be  more  accurate  if  it  noted  that  the 
work  performed  to  date  had  found  no  such  alluvial  valley 
floors. 

Multiple  use  analysis. 

The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976 
that  in  the  development  and  revision  of  land  use  p 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall,  among  other  things, 
observe  the  principles  of  multiple  use  and  sustained 
forth  in  this  and  other  applicable  law"  (43  U . S . C 
(1))-  In  its  recommendations  for  planning  purposes  c 
surface  mining  under  this,  statute,"  _.the  Lrira  ft,  plan,  ~aa'< 
h?S..Pf  general  recommendations  for  inclusion  in  spec 
J>l.ans_t  hroughput_Jthe_p]  anning_ _are_a._  Al~t  hough  Utah's 
mine  plan  is  not  completed,  we  offer  our  preliminary 
on  the  recommended  inclusions  below. 


In  on 

it  pr 

Kanab 

drain 

is  pr 

that 

where 

and  t 

never 

state 

me  n  t  s 

f  icie 

exist 

sions 

M  o  r  e  o 

shoul 

plan 

State 


e  respect,  t 
oposes  that 

Creek,  Thorn 
ages  be  proh 
emature,  sin 
these  creeks 

mining  "must 
hat  "once  dis 

be  restored 
ments,  and  t 
,  under  the 
nt  data  at  t 
ence  of  spec 

with  respec 
ver,  the  cone 
d  not  be  mad 
as  to  our  cc 


he  draft  plan  becomes  ve 
surface  mining  of  about 
pson  Wash,  Skutumpah  Cree 
ibited  entirely  (p. 20). 
ce  it  is  based  on  the  u 
,  washes  and  canyons  are 
necessarily  cause  seriou 
turbed  their  hydraulic  eh 

(p. 19).  No  basis  is 
hey  seem  inconsistent  w 
unsuitability  criteria,  t 
his  t^ime  to  determine  th 
ial  flood  plains  and  to 
t  to  surface  coal  minin 
lusions  are  only  general 
e  prior  to  consideration 
al  lands  already  under  le 


ry  speci  fie  in  that 

1 , OQQ  acres  on  the 
k  and  Meadcw  Canyon 
This  reccm-enda t i en 
ntested  assumption 
"major  drainages," 
s  problems"  (p.  18) 
arac terist ics  could 
provided  for  those 
ith  previous  state- 
hat  there  is  insuf- 
e  existence  or  non- 
make  other  conclu- 
g  within  the  area . 
observations,  which 
of  a  specific  mine 
ase  from  the  United 


Hardaway,  3.  E.  et.  al.  (1977),  Subirrigated  Alluvial 
Valley  Floors  in  Fifth  Symposium  on  Surface  Mining  and 
Reclamation,  October  13-20,  1977,  Louisville,  Kentucky. 
ICF  Report  on  the  Economic  Impacts  of  HR  13950  (1976). 


Moreover,  the  d  r  a  f  t  pi  an_doe  s  no  t  _i  den  t_i Lf  y ;  _t  he  _bas  ic_lega! 
authority,  regulations  or  even  criteria  that  'are*  to  be  applied 
in  developing  the  draft  recommendations.  In  order  toco-plv' 
with  the  full  intent  of  the  public  participation  goals  of  the 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976,  we  urge  the 
Bureau  to  fully  explain  its  authority  and  the  review  process 
by  which  it  developed  this  plan. 

The  remaining  comments  are  as  follows: 
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~,V*tVT 


The  Draft 


identifier 


kev  issues  concerning  range  manage- 
ment and  livestock  qrazing  on  the  Alton  Coal  Fields:  1)  reduced 
crazing  capacity  d'je  to  placement  of  mining  facilities  (p. 15)  and 
2)  alt«-»b  grazing  capacities  in  certain  areas  of  the  lease  due 
to  removal  of  vegetation  and  alteration  of  spring  water  produc- 
tion (p. 15)  caused  by  mining  activities. 

In  issue  1),  BLM  reconnends  that  placement  of  mining  facilities 
avoid  ar-as  which  will  cause  a  loss  of  forage  for  livestock  or  at 
least  nitigate  this  loss.  Following  mining,  all  disturbed  areas 
should  be  reclamed. 

Animal  unit  months  (AUM's)  are  a  function  of  forage  production. 
Disturbance  activities  remove  or  eliminate  forage  production  for 
livestock.  Lost  AUM's  of  grazing  capacity  due  to  mining  distur- 
bance can  have  a  strong  economic  impact  on  local  ranchers  who  have 
these  "affected"  grazing  allotments.  (Livestock  grazing  is  the 
current  primary  land  use.)  The  HFP  recommendation,  that  mining 
facilities  be  assigned  and  placed  so  as  to  avoid  forage  resources, 
is  not  realistic. 

Placen»nt  of  facilities  is  largely  determined  by  economic  and 
locstic  considerations  of  the  raining  operations.  These  consider- 
ations are  guided  bv  the  location  of  the  coal  seams  to  be  mined 
and  which  cannot  be'  altered.  Such  areas  to  be  disturbed  include 
forage  resources  currently  used  by  livestock  in  the 


.  _nge  condi t ion 
(i.e.,  production)  on  undisturbed  areas  is  poor  to  fair  compared 
with  its  ootential.  Therefore,  a  planned  program  for  revegetation 
of  subsequently  disturbed  sites  can  increase  the  current  grazing 
capacitv  rfith  prooer  grazing  systems.  Mining  and  subsequent  re- 
claiming m  a  block  design,  as  m  the  current  mine  plan,  will 
minimize  the  loss  of  grazeable  forage  at  any  one  time. 

If  substantial  rorage  resources  are  to  be  lost  due  to  facility 
de3ign  and  placement  and  equally  economical  designs  or  sites  can 
reduce  this  forage  loss,  action  will  be  taken  to  mitigate  this 
effect. 


The  second  range  management  issue  raised  by  the  MFP  emphasizes  the 
lost  AUM's  due  to  forage  removal  and  depletion  of  production  from 


exist  ing  spr  ings . 


disturbance  is 


According  to  the  MFP,  loss  of  AUM's  due  to  mining 

minimal  (  1  2%    or  2'ii  AUMs  )  without  any  improved  vegetation  nanag 


ment  (chaining  and  reseeding)  on  other  undisturbed  allotments  in 
the  surrounding  area.  Such  improved  vegetation  manageT.en.  on  un- 
disturbed sites  outside  the  mining  area  can  act ually  increase  the 
total  available  AUM's  by  755  or  3*07  AUM's  if  performed  on  all 
allotments  within  the  Alton  Coal  Field.  Mining  and  subsequent  re- 
vegetation  in  blocks  will  minimize  the  total  lost  AUM's  over  the 
20-year  mine  life. 


that  the  development  of 
necessary  for  livestock. 


springs  in  Sink  Valley  after  mining  is 


Sequential  mining  and  reclamation  operations  will  reduce  the  lost 
AUM's  from  any  one  grazing  allotment.  At  this  tine,  ELS,  con  ends 
that  it  is  impossible  to  determine  the  time  period  Tor  total  -JM 
reduction  until  the  mining  and  reclamation  plans  are  analyzed. 

BLM  contends  that  UII  must  revegetate  areas  "to  produce  the  maxi- 
mum' amount  of  forage  as  predicted  by  BLM  in  the  proposed  grazing 
systems,"  and  that  topsoils  and  growth  media  should  be  segregated 


for  reclamation. 

The  MFP's  quantitative  assessment  of  reduced  AUM's 
disturbance  cannot  be  finalized  until  Utah  Intern 
vegetation  inventories  are  completed  this  summer, 
evaluation,  the  grazing  capacity  figures  appears 
reflect  the  poor  to  fair  range  condition  (and  hence 
tion)  of  most  of  the  grazing  allotments.   This  curr 
age  production  reduces  the  total  impact  of  any  detr 
of  AUM's  when  compared  to  high  forage  producing  a 
not  be  difficult  for  Utah  International  Inc.  to 
impacts.    In  fact,  it  appears  easily  feasible  to  r 
turbed  sites  with  an  increase  over  the  current  grazi 

Sink  Valley  grazing  allotment  may  create  a  difficulty  if  the  cur, 
rent  leasee  cannot  find  grazing  elsewhere  to  offset  the  A3  *JM  s 
decrease  during  mining  and  reclamation  This  oss  ••£««""»*: 
cause  most  of  the  grazeable  land  within  Sink  Valley  allotment  -ill 
be  disturbed  by  mining. 


du 
at  l 

Un 

to 

Tor 

e  n  t 
ime 
rea 
mi  t 
eve 
ng 


e  to  ni 

0  n  a  1  1  r. 
de  r  in  l 

accur  a 
age  pre 

1  y  lc,( 
nt  al  lo 
s.   It 
iga  t  e  t 
get  at  e 
c  apac  1 1 


n  ing 

C  .  '  3 

;  ial 
t?ly 
cue  - 
ror- 

S  SC5 

will 

h  ese 
dis- 


-3- 


Surfare  mining  in  Sink  Valley  will  alter  a  number  of  small  springs 
located  in  the  main  portion  of  the  valley.  These  springs,  which 
are  the  result  of  local  outcropping  of  Tropic  Shale,  are  generally 
located  at  the  6300  foot  surface  elevation  contour.  While  the  ex- 
act number  of  springs  to  be  destroyed  should  to  be  confirmed,  the 
probabla  total  should  lie  between  6-10.  None  of  these  springs 
produce  more  than  6  opn  with  most  falling  in  the  1-3  gpm  range 
(Goode,  196&}*. 

BLM  contends  that  Utah  International  Inc.  must  revegetate  areas 
"to  produce  the  maximum  amount  of  forage  as  predicted  by  BLM  in 
the  proposed  grazing  system."  Not  enough  detail  is  provided  in 
the  MFP  to  adequately  evaluate  "maximum  amount  of  forage"  or  the 
"proposed  grazing  system." 

We  will  cooperate  with  the  BLM  tc  maintain  at  least  an  equal  num- 
ber of  available  AU!1's  throughout  the  life  of  the  mine  to  offset 
grazing  capacity  lost  during  mining.  However,  the  BLM  must  main- 
tain responsibility  to  offset  the  grazing  capacity  loss.  Special 
attention  must  be  focused  on  ths  Sink  Valley  grazing  allotment  if 
the  reduction  of  AUM's  caused  by  mining  activities  cannot  be  off- 
set by  improved  vegetaticn  management  ( i.e.  ,  chaining  and  reseed- 
ing,1.  Exa-.  mat  ion  of  the  mine  plan  and  grazing  allotment  boundar- 
ies in  conjunction  with  the  results  of  the  1980  summer  vegetation 
inventory  will  provide  answers  to  adequately  address  this  claim. 

Segregation  of  topscil  and  vegetation  growth  medium  from  other 
spoils  is  standard  Utah  Inter nati on al  Inc.  reclamation/revegeta- 
tion  practice.  Chemical  analysis  of  the  soils  will  identify  the 
materials  to  be  separated  for  revegetation  purposes. 

Restoration  of  Sink  Valley  springs  is  impractical;  rather,  where 
necessary,  Utah  International  Inc.  will  develop  alternative  sur- 
face water  sources  (e.g.  ,  "stock  ponds)  to  replace  any  spring 
waters  for  livestock  proauction  during  mining  operations. 
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WATERSHED 

The  BLM  analysis  of  multiple  use  recommendations  for  the  Alton 
lease  area  identifies  three  key  water  resources  issues  for  which 
land  controls  are  deemed  necessary:  1)  subsidence  effects  due 
to  underground  mining  beneath  major  stream  drainages  (p.  17),  2) 
erosion  and  sediment  control  problems  resulting  from  surface  c:  s- 
turbance  during  mining  operations  (p.  17),  and  3  )  impairment  of 
local/regional  hydrologic  balance  as  a  result  of  aquifer  disrup- 
tion during  overburden  and  coal  seam  stripping.  These  issues  will 
be  addressed  in  depth  in  the  mining  plan,  but  several  important 
preliminary    comments    can    be    made. 
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Goode,  H.  0.,  1964.  Reconnaissance  of  Water  Resources  of  a 
Part  of  Western  Kane  County,  Utah.  Water-Resources  Bulletin  5: 
Utah    Geological    and    Mine r a logi ca 1    Survey. 


The  current  mine  and  reclamation  planning  effort  for  the  Alton 
lease  area  includes  hydrologic  and  design  studies  for  temporary 
and    permanent    stream    diversions,     sediment  at  ion    storage    structures. 
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channel  restoration.  The  recommended  erosion  control 
ropoied  in  the  draft  plan  are  not  supported  by  any  such 
for  example,  the  proposal  that  detention  reservoirs  be 

detaining  50-year  stormflows  from  the  mining  site  is 
y  defined.  Its  basis  is  not  stated,  ncr  is  the  effect 
ention  on  p  r  e  -  m  i  n  l  n  g  sediment  transDOrt  patterns  des- 
o  attempt  is  made  to  estimate  the  probable  cost  of  such 

technicue,  although  this  cost  could  exceed  several 
ousand  dollars  per  reservoir.  Utah  International  Inc. 
strongly  urges  the  Bureau  to  refrain  from  proposing  any 
r os l on/sediment  control  measures  or  land  controls,  such 
et  prohibition  on  mining  in  major  drainages,  until  such 
r  site-specific  planning  and  design  studies  are  coti- 


te. 


Disruption  of  the  hydrolcgic  balance  within  the  mined  area  due  to 
aquifer  alteration,  mine  water  discharge,  and  water  supply  (e.g., 
well  and  spring)  destruction  will  receive  intensive  study  in  tne 
coning  months.  G e o h y d r o 1  a g i c  studies  of  the  mine  area  aquifer 
systens  will  address:  near-surface  aquifer  structure  and  water 
levels,  structure  of  coal-bearing  Dakota  formation,  and  the  hydro- 
dyna.-ic  properties  of  these  aquifers.  Hydrodynamic  testing  will 
include  falling  head  tests  in  the  near-surface  alluvium  and  pump 
tests  in  the  Dakota  formation.  The  extent  of  interconnection  be- 
tween these  two  systems  will  also  be  analyzed.  This  data  will  be 
used  in  assessing  how  mining  will  affect  these  aquifers  and  the 
potential  for  their  restoration  during  reclamation  to  a  level 
approachinc  pre-mininq  conditions.  Similarly,  quality  data  from 
both  aquifer  systems  will  be  collected  and  used  to  define  the  ef- 
fects of  mine  pit  discharge  on  local  receiving  streams.  In  keep- 
ing with  pertinent  federal  regulations,  we  will  determine  the 
availability  of  alternative  water  supply  sources  and  will  active- 
ly pursue  their  development  where  necessary.  In  short,  our  hy- 
drology study  program  for  the-  summer  of  19B0  will  be  responsive  to 
the  concerns  raised  by  the  draft  plan  and  to  its  recommendations 
concerning  watershed  protection. 

Our  co-i-ients  on  other  mitigation  measures  addressed  in  the  water- 
shed section  of  the  draft  MFP  supplement  follow: 

Soil     (page    17) 

Our  mining  plan  will,  as  the  draft  plan  suggests,  consider 
impacts  on  frail  watersheds  and  soils  within  mining  and  recla- 
mation   plans. 

Spoil    Piles    (page    19) 

Because  spoil  piles  are  only  a  temporary  phenomena  occuring 
between  mining  and  reclamation,  it  would  not  be  cost-effective 
to    contour     furrow    or    mechanically     treat    spoil    piles    as     is 


recommended  by  the  draft  plan.  Most  spoil  piles  are  placed  at 
random  so  that  there  may  not  be  any  runoff  following  precipi- 
tation. Furthermore,  because  the  water  quality  of  the  drain- 
below     the    disturbed    area    must    be    protected,    measures    sue 


age 


as  the  creation  of  sedimentation  ponds  are  taken  to  reduce  the 
sediment  load  within  the  drainage.  We  therefore  see  no  advan- 
tage in  contour  furrowing  or  mechanically  treating  spoil 
piles. 

Reclamation  Plannino  (page  23) 

V^  a  r  e  Tn"  the  process  of  developing  a  reclamation  plan  that 
will  assure  prompt  r e e 5 t ab 1 l shnen t  of  a  productive  and  stable 
vegetative  cover.  A  calculation  is  being  run  on  the  avail- 
ability of  sufficient  plant  growth  materials  for  re vegc t a t i :n . 
Evaluation  of  those  materials  for  their  suitabilities  as  a 
plant  medium  as  well  as  the  management  growth  and  placement  cf 
those  materials  is  a  part  of  the  reclamation  plan. 

We  therefore  feel  that  the  18  inch  figure  for  minimum  thick- 
ness of  reconstructed  soil  cannot  be  established  without  ana- 
lysis of  moisture  penetration  and  other  factors. 

During  germination,  it  appears  that  a  mulch  may  be  beneficial. 
Such  a  mulch  should  not  contain  phytotoxic  chemicals,  be  read- 
ily broken  down,  and,  if  possible,  have  a  lew  c a rbon-n i t r cge n 
ratio. 


WILDLIFE 

The  draft  BLM  states  that: 

No  bald  eagle  or  peregrine  falcon  (endangered  soecies)  e » l s t  in 
the  Alton  Coal  Fields.  As  to  deer,  it  states  that  the  amount  of 
forage  lost  will  not  adversely  affect  the  deer  herds  because  other 
local  sources  are  available  on  the  coal  area. 

The  plan  recommends,  however,  that  in  order  to  cause  minimal  ef- 
fect on  wildlife,  mine  facilities  be  located  in  areas  which  result 
in  minimal  loss  of  wildlife  habitat,  disturbed  sites  be  reveqeta- 
ted  with  major  plant  species  with  mixtures  suoject  to  BLH  approval 
and  mining  locations  avoid  springs. 

Mine  facilities  are  planned  for  the  Bald  Knoll  area,  which,  com- 
pared to  adjacent  habitats,  has  a  high  deer  use  (SWA,  1975). 

An  intensive  habitat  mitigation  program  will  be  employed  to  draw 
the  deer  from  the  areas  of  highest  disturbance.  This  program  may 
requi re : 
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1) 


2) 


Seeding    and     fertilization     of  forage 
quate    orotective    cover;     or 


sources    within    ade- 


of     disturbed 


jwjor    plant     species     for    browse    and    cover,   ' Special    attention    9 
ing       edge"     effects    between    areas    for 


be    focused    on     cr 
and    protective    cover 


must 
foraging 


constitute  "major  drainages  systems  of  the  watershed"  as  8LH  con- 
tends. 

The  draft  plcn  states  that  revegetation  of  deer  forage  will  re- 
quire special  seedbed  preparation,  fertilizer,  mulchina  and  irri- 
gation (EMRIA,  1975).  Current  studies  by  u.  S.  forest  Service  and 
Utah  International  Inc.  show  that  irrigation  is  nor  necesssrv  on 
all  areas  all  the  time.  Revegetation  test  plot  results  show  suc- 
cess on  a  number  of  soils  with  and  without  mulching  or  fertili- 
zers. Composting  or  mulching  will  improve  vegetative  stands  as 
did    fertilization. 

Shrubs,  grasses  and  forbs  have  been  successfully  seeded  or  trans- 
planted on  the  area  without  irrigation.  The  research  to  date  sug- 
gests that  no  special  seedbed  preparation  for  revegetation  is 
necessary  . 


ro 
-J 
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riparian    areas    should    be    avoided,    where 
restored     should    disturbance    occur.        The    Bureau 
Ln/.:  vegetation     ln     these     two     drainages     is     in    very 

""'V3  not  t^P-al  of  riparian  are'as.  Revcoeta-. 
elforts  following  mining  can  improve  this.  These  drainages 
^as  migration  corridors;  however,  detrimental  effects 
^ion    can    be    minimized    by     1" 


on  deer 

mining  in  blocks  to  ensure  both 

or  to  d\rVr£       simultaneously,  and  2)  habitat  mitiga- 

prior  to  disturbance.   We  do  not  feel  that  these  drainages 


RECREATION  AND  VISUAL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 
ARCHAEOLOGY 

A  BLH -approved  archaeologist  is  under  contract  to  Utah  Interna- 
tional Inc.  and  is  conducting  a  Class  IV  (ICO  percent)  cultural 
resource  survey  on  our  federal  leases.  Our  preliminary  findnzs 
indicate  that  no  significant  cultural  resources  exist  on  the  site, 
and  that  most  of  the  findings  consist  of  lithic  scatters.  This  is 
consistent  with  the  recommendation  made  in  the  draft  MFP  supple- 
ment. 

ORVs 

In  the  interests  of  public  safety,  we  concur  with  BLM's  recommen- 
dation that  ORV  use  be  prohibited  on  active  mining  areas. 

VISUAL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  (VRM) 

The  draft  plan  states  that  all  visual  classes  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  Alton  Coal  leases  would  be  exceeded  during  surface  oinine  ac- 
tivities and  that  currently  desianated  VRM  Class  II  cat  ego rv  en 
about  600  acres  would  be  exceeded  during  mining.  The  draft  plan 
recommends  that  3  visual  contrast  analysis  be  performed  to  deter- 
mine if  the  proposed  reclamation  plan  would  achieve  the  current!* 
designated  VRM  Class  II  limits  within  10  years  after  the  cessation 
of  mining.  The  draft  MFP  also  recommends  that  surface  mining  of 
Class  II  areas  be  prohibited  if  it  is  demonstrated  that  pre-minjng 
of  Class  II  contract  limits  cannot  be  met  10  years  after  commence- 
ment of  reclamation;  and  that  underground  coal-mining  surface 
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facilities  be  prohibited  in  the  fo reground-middle -ground  rones  of 
currently  designated  Class  II  arcs s  unless  it  can  be  demonstrated 
that  coal  cannot  be  mined  without  such  facilities. 

Utah  International  Inc.  has  conducted  a  preliminary  analysis  to 
evaluate  the  visual  concerns  associated  with  mining  (and  reclama- 
tion) of  the  Alton  leases.  As  discussed  in  previous  meetings  with 
the  5LM,  our  analysis  indicates  that  the  VRM  Class  Map,  while  use- 
ful for  nakiag  regional  level  planning  decisions,  is  not  yet  re- 
fined to  support  site-specific  decisions  concerning  the  aesthetic 
effects  associated  with  active  mining  and  a  reclaimed  landscape. 
It  is  on  this  basis  th3t  we  comment  on  the  conclusions  and  recom- 
mendations stated  in  the  draft  MFP: 


"I  . 


2. 


We  recoanize  that  the  landscape  ...  its  characteristic 
line,  form,  color  and  texture  ...  undergoes  substantial 
modifications  during  surface  mining  operations.  The  draft 
MFP  recognizes  this  constraint  and  accepts  potential  ex- 
cesses oT  VRM  contrast  limits  during  mining  as  a  reason- 
able short-term  trade-off  of  the  aesthetic  value  of  the 
land  for  its  mineral  potential. 

In  the  interests  of  minimizing  visual  impacts  during  min- 
ing, Utah  International  Inc.  will  refine  the  VRM  Class 
Hap  in  order  to  evaluate  those  specific  components  of  the 
landscape  contributing  most  to  visual  contrast.  The  mine 
will  be  designed  to  minimize  that  contrast. 

As  stated  in  (1),  the  nature  and  scale  of  the  landscape 
will  change  in  those  areas  during  surface  disturbance. 
Active  mining  areas  will  average  about  300  acres  per  year 
on  our  eastern  leases  and  will  range  in  distance  over 
ten  miles  to  within  about  five  miles  from  Yovimpa  Point. 
These  areas  are  being  precisely  defined  and  will  be  ac- 
curately pho t os lmu 1  a t ed  when  our  final  mine  plan  is  de- 
ve  1  cpe  d . 

We  do  not  agree  that  the  nature  and  scale  of  the  reclaimed 
landscTpe  following  surface  mining  necessarily  undergoes 
significant  change  to  the  basic  elements  in  the  character 
istic  landscape.  These  elements  --  line,  form,  color,  and 
texture  --  can  be  modified  back  to  the  desired  post-mining 
state  during  reclamation  just  as  surely  as  they  are  modi- 
fied during  raining.  The  same  earth-moving  equipment  which 
removes  overburden  to  expose  the  coal  will  be  used  to  re- 
store the  approximate  original  contour  of  the  premined 
landscape.  The  desired  color  and  texture  of  the  surface, 
to  be  identified  from  s 1 1 e -s pec  1 f l c  contrast  analyses 


using  VRM  techniques  can  be  achieved  by  proper  selection 
and  patterning  of  revegetated  species. 

We  reccsnize  that  achieving  such  site-specific  VRM  objec- 
tives is"  dependent  upon  successful  reclamation  as  measurec 
by  a  stabl"  post-mining  landform  and  vegetation  community. 
This  issue  is  discussed  in  more  detail  elsewhere  in  our 
review  of  the  draft  MFP. 

We  question  the  application  of  the  existing  VRM  Class  Pap 
for  site-specific  decision-making.  Our  preliminary  evalu- 
ation of  BLM's  existing  nap  inoicates  that  smaller  site 
study  units  to  rate  scenic  quality  will  be  necessary  for 
site-specific  applications,  that  the  distance  zones  need 
to  consider  landscape  modifications,  and  that  public  input 
needs  to  be  incorporated  into  the  analysis  to  evaluate 
viewer  sensitivity.* 

We  therefore  conclude  that  changes  in  the  boundaries  cT 
the  existing  VRM  Class  Map  are  likely  to  occur,  including 
the  600  acres  of  land  now  in  the  Class  II  category  refer- 
enced in  the  draft  MFP  supplement.  It  is  Utah  Interna- 
tional Inc. 'a  desire  to  incorporate  the  necessary  revi- 
sions to  the  VRM  Class  Map  with  the  input  of  all  concerned 
agencies. 

The  following  discussion  focuses  on  the  requirement  that 
Class  .II  contrast  limits  be  met  within  a  10-year  tir-.e 
period.  We  recoonize  the  need  to  establish  a  reasonable 
time-frame  within  which  visual  objectives  should  be  achi- 
eved on  a  reclaimed  landscape.  However,  no 
vided  for  the  proposed  planning  decision  in 
supplement  to  set  a  limit  of  10  years, 
objectives  of  a  mined  land  reclamation 
the  land,  concurrently  with  mining  or  within  a  reasonable 
amount  of  time  thereafter  to  a  stable  ecological  condition 
compatible  with  past,  present,  and  probable  future  and 
uses."  (Utah  State  Act,  40-B-12(a))  We  suggest  that  a 
more  reasonable  planning  approach  than  setting  a  10-year 
time  limit  would  be  to  require  that  visual  resource  values 
be  formally  addressed  in  a  reclamation  plan,  just  as  other 


basis  is  pro- 
the  draft  MFP 
We  note  that  the 
include  "to  return 


Utah  International  Inc.  understands  that  the  KPS  intends 
to  conduct  public  surveys  at  Yovimpa  Point  in  June,  l.SU. 
This  data  would  prove  useful  to  update  the  VRM  inventory. 
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envirnnn-ntal  criteria  (fish  and  wildlife,  hydrology, 
etc  ;  aust  be  addressed.  The  sane  controls  provided  in 
SMCRA  that  require  an  operator  to  demonstrate  reclamation 
succ=-s  (30  U.S.C.  1269,  Section  519,  Release  of  Perfor- 
mance Bond  of  Deposits)  could  include  visual  criteria 
along  with  the  other  required  criteria  like  vegetation 
productivity,  cover,  and  diversity. 
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Ref:     3W-EE 

Hr.  Gary  J.  Hicks 

State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  !~  -  ■ 

136   E.    Scuth  Te:rple  '- 

Salt  Laxe  City,  Utah     84111  

Dear  !'.r.  Ui ci<c ■  .  -  — 

rte'Tiave  reviewed  BLM's  draft  environmental    impact  statement  for  the 
proposed  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  (AWV).     There  are  some  very 
significant   information  and  data  gaps,  which  have  been  explicitly  pointed 
out  in  the   icpact  statement,  that  detract  from  the  usefulness  of  the  EIS. 
Dor-ally,  v.e  would  suggest    that  you  issue   a  supplement  to  the  draft  to  fill 
these  gaps   and  provide  the  fullest  disclosure  possible  of  relevant 
inforcstion  before  the  final   EIS   is   issued.     However,   since  the  Office  of 
Surface  ".ining  will   soon  issue  an  impact  assessment  that  hopefully  will  fill 
many  of  the   important  gaps  existing  in  your  EIS,  we  will   withhold  making  a 
[vj  determination  on   the   adequacy  of  the  AWV   draft   until    after  OSM's  Alton 

-j  petition  evaluation   is  made   available.     He  believe  this   approach  will   allow 

00  for  development  of  all    necessary  information  within  the  shortest  timeframe 

possible. 

Aside  from  the  gaps   in  data  and  information,  we  are   impressed  by  the 
inpact  statement.     The  proposed  project    is  quite  complicated  and  there  are 
sore  difficult  issues   involved.     We  think  you  have  done  a  commendable  job  of 
zeroing  in  on  the  most  significant   Issues   and  being  forthright   in  your 
presentation   and  analysis   of  these  issues.     Your  effort  stands  out  compared 
to  many  ponderous   irpact  state.nents  we've  reviewed  that  have  said  little. 

He  are  disappointed  that  the  draft  EIS  does  not  designate  an 
environr.entally-pref erred  alternative,   especially  since  you  made  an  effort 
to  develop  criteria  for  such   a  designation   in  your  scoping  process.     We 
don't  think  the  data  gaps  should  prevent  designating  an  environmentally- 
preferred  alternative  since  most  of  the  missing  information  relates  to  the 
severity  of  the  environmental   degradation   likely  to  result  from  the  "build" 
alternatives.     Alternatives  5  and  6,  conservation  and  alternative  energy 
sources   and  "no  action",  do  not  involve  building  coal-fired  power  plants   in 
the  national   parks   area  of  southern  Utah,   and  since  the   analysis   in  the  EIS 
indicates  they  are  both  feasible  alternatives,  one  of  them  certainly  merited 
the  designation  of  the  environmentally-preferred  alternative   in  the  draft 
EIS.     Given  the  effort  expended  during  the  scoping  process  to  develop 
criteria  for  an  environmentally-preferable  alternative,  we  suggest  you  make 
such  a  designation  in  the  final  EIS. 


According  to  the  draft   impact   statement,  conservation  and  the 
development  of  alternative  energy  sources   (Alternative  5)   could  provide  more 
than  enough  energy  to  supplant  the  proposed  AWV  project.     A  study  recently 
completed  by  the  Environmental   Defense  Fund  reaches  the  same  conclusion  and 
further  concludes  that  this   alternative  would  have  economic  benefits  for  the 
ratepayers   and  shareholders  of  the  California  utilities  participating  in  the 
AWV  proposal.     1)3  continue  to  support  Alternative  5  because   it   is  relatively 
benign  from  an   environmental    perspective  and  because  it  could  serve  as  an 
important  precedent  in   energy  policy  for  both  California  and  the  nation.     We 
have  no  objections   to  Alternative  5  or  Alternative  6,  the  "no  action" 
alternative. 

As  we  pointed  out   in  our  February  14,   1980  letter  to  you,  Alter- 
native 4  appears  to  have  the  potential   of  being  the  least  environmentally 
damaging  of  the  "build"   alternatives  because  it  does  not   include  the  Warner 
Valley  power  plant  or  mining   at  the  Alton  coal   field.     Assuming  it  could  be 
designed  not   to  violate   any  air  quality  standards,  our  greatest  conce-n  with 
the  Allen  plant  ..ould  be   its  contribution  to  the  regional    deterioration  of 
visibility  in  the  national   parks   area  of  southern  Utah  and  northern 
Arizona.     We  have  environmental   reservations  with  Alternative  4. 

We  find  alternatives  1,    2  and  3  to  be  environmentally  unsatisfactory 
because  they  pose  the  potential   for  significant   environmental   degradation 
that  could  be  mitigated  with  other  feasible  alternatives.     We  don't  believe 
strip  mining  coal   next  door  to  a  national   park   and  burning  it   in  a  power 
plant   located  near   another   national   park  has  been  shorfn  to  be   in  our 
national    interest.     Rather,  we  believe  that  there  are  much  more 
environmentally  acceptable  alternatives   to  the  project  that  do  not   involve 
compromising   the   values   of  our   national   parks.      In   accordance  with  our 
responsibilities  under  section  309  of   the  Clean  Air  Act,  we  would  recommend 
a  referral   of  the  matter  to  the  President's  Council    on  Environmental   Quality 
if  one  of  these  alternatives  were  the  proposed  action. 

Thank  you  for  providing  us  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  draft 
impact  statement.     Some  of  the   issues  we've  discussed   in  this   letter  are 
elaborated  on  in  the  attached  detailed  comments.     Please  feel  free  to 
contact  us  if  you  have  any  questions  or  if  you  would  like  to  discuss  this 
comment  letter.     My  staff  person  on  this  project  is  Hr.  Gary  Johnson  (FTS 
327-4831). 

Sincerely  yours, 


rftuL  A-  UiWofl>fy*H<i 


Roger  L.  Williams 
Regional  Administrator 


Environmental  Protection  Agency.  Region  8.  Denver.  Colorado 

Response  90-1 

Refer  to  Response  63-2  concerning  this  comment. 


EPA'S  DETAILED  COMMENTS  ON  THE 
ALLEN-WARIIER  VALLEY  DRAFT  EIS 


Infomation  Gaps 

In  our  opinion,   the  most 
the  proposed  mining   at   the  Alt 
including  in  our  February  14, 
ao'e^ate    jnalysis   done  o.i  tha 
coal   field.     Since  alternative 
is  essential   that   an  adequate 
if   any  of   tnese  three  alternat 
action.     Hopefully,  the  EIS  be 
on   its   petition  decision  will 
coal.      If   the  05  1   i-.-aact   Stat 
ti:=re  wdjIj  be  any  passiale  ba 
alternatives  as  an  agency  pr 


important   information  gaps   in  the  EIS   involve 
on  coal    field.     As  we  have  previously  stated, 
1930   letter   to  you,   there  has  not  been  an 
environmental    impacts  of  mining  at  the  Alton 
s  1,    2  and  3  all    involve  mining  Alton  coal,    it 
analysis  be  done  on  the  effects   of  this  mining 
ives  are  to  be  considered  as   a  possible 
ing  prepared  by  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining 
adequately  analyze  the   impacts  of  mining  Alton 
•nent  analysis   is  not  adequate,  we  don't  think 

is    for  selecting  any  of  the   first  three 
erred  alternative  or  an  approvable  action. 


While  there  .(ill    not  be  a  final   position  on  California's  need  for  the 
project's  power  by  the  California  Pualic  Utilities  Conmission  until   at   least 
December  l;30,  there   appears   to  be  enough   information   available  at  this   time 
to  ir.iic;t.-  that  at  least  portions  of  the  project   are  unnecessary.     As 
stated   in  the  draft  EIS,  BLM  has  verified  a  need  for  only  1323  H',l  compared 
^j  to  the  propose!   total    of  2-;03  !".■!.     The  staff  of  the  California  Energy 

~j  Co— ission  has  recoTnenderi  that  a  need  for  only  1632  MW  exists   for  the 

'■O  California  utilities   co-pared  to  the  2090  Ki  they've  requested.     Based  on 

cost,  scheduling  and  reliability  considerations,   the  California  Public 
Utilities  Commission  staff  will   reportedly  reconnend  that  the  Alton  coal 
mine,  coal   slurry  lines  and  Warner  Valley  power   plant  be  deleted  from  the 
project,   and  that  only  the  Harry  Allen  plant   (sized  appropriately  to  meet 
air  quality  standards   and  receiving   its   coal    by  rail    from  an  existing  coal 
source  in  central   Utah  or  Wyoming)   be  authorized.      It   is   also  reported   (San 
Francisco  Sunday  Examiner  and  Chronicle;   August   10,    1930)   that  the  CPUC 
staff  will    reconnend  tht  the  Conmission  require  in  its  order  that  the 
California  utilities   develop  accelerated  programs   for  use  of  alternative 
energy  sources.     A  study  done   by  the  Environmental   Defense  Fund  concludes 
there  is  no  need  for  the  proposed  AVIV  project  because  conservation  and 
development  of  alternative  energy  sources  could  supplant  it  entirely.      It 
appears  that  a  good  case  has  already  been  made  for  at   least  considerably 
decreasing  the  size  of  the  project. 

Compliance  with  air  quality  regulations    is   another  unknown  which  could 
not  be  covered  in  the  draft  CIS  because  the  information  was  not  available. 
Preliminary  determinations   from  EPA  on  PSD  permits   for  the  Allen  plant   and 
the  Warner  Valley  plant  may  not  be  available  for   inclusion   in  your  final 
EIS.      Ideally,   it  would  be  helpful    to  have  the  detailed   information  required 
for  a  ?S3  pemit  application   included  in  the  environmental    impact 
statement.     Unfortunately,   in  this  case  some  of  the   information   is   still 
being  developed  by  the  applicant. 


Response  90-2 

This  comment  Is  addressed  in  Resonse  22-2. 


Biological   opinions  on  threatened  and  endangered  species  from  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  were  also  not   available  at  the  time  the  draft  EIS 
was   issued.     We  recommend  that  you  make  the  results  of  the  analyses  by  FWS 
available  to  the   public  as  soon   as  you  have  received  the.n.     We  also  think  it 
is   important  to  make  the  results  of  any  other  analyses  that  were  not 
included   in  the  draft  EIS  available  to  the  public  as  soon  as  they  are 
_completed. 

Environmentally  Preferred  Alternative 

As  discussed  in  our  cover  letter,  we  think  BLM  should  designate  an 
environmentally-preferred  alternative   in  the  final   EIS.      If  the 
environmentally  preferred-alternative  is   not   also  the  agency-preferred 
alternative,  the  reasons  should  be  discussed  in  the  EIS.     We  realize  CEQ 
does   not  require  the  designation  of  environmental ly-preferaole  alternatives 
until    the  record  of  decision   is   prepared.     However,  since  the  very  strict 
time  schedule  for  tie  HE?A  process  oi^  this  project  has   limited  the  public 
access   to  preliminary  Information,  we  think  a  special   effort  should  be  made 
to  keep  the  remainder  of  the  process  as  open,   straightforward  and  useful    to 
the  public  as  possible. 

Environmentally  Unsatisfactory  Alternatives 

The  EIS  discusses   a  number  of  significant   environmental    issues 
associated  with  alternatives   1,    2  and  3,   including  potential    air  quality 
violations,  visibility  reductions,  possible  tiireats    to  several   endangered 
species,    and  possible  detrimental   effects  to  the  ground  and  surface  water 
supplies    in  the   area  surrounding  the  Alton  coal    field.     We  believe  the 
impacts   associated  with  these  alternatives  make  them  environmentally 
unsatisfactory. 

As  we  pointed  out   in  our  cover   letter,  we  don't  believe  strip  mining 
coal   next  door  to  a  national   park   and  burning  it   in  a  power  plant  located 
near   another  national   park  is    in  our  national    interest.     We  also  believe 
that  a  decision  to  proceed  on  the  project  as    it   has  been  proposed  could 
serve  to  discourage  conservation  efforts   and  the   use  of  alternative  energy 
sources.      It   is  the  official   policy  of  the  State  of  California  to  steadily 
increase  the  role  of  conservation  and  alternative  energy  sources  in  its 
energy  mix  because  California  realizes  the  future  health  of  the  state's 
economy  will    depend  on   a  decreasing  reliance  on  conventional   energy 
sources.     According  to  the  California  Energy  Comtission's   1979  3ienni  al 
Report,   "...   California  is   already  committed  to  a  largely  conventional 
energy  future  through  the   1960's,   and  will    increasingly  depend  on  this 
future  unless   dramatic  steps   are  taken  to   include  conservation   and 
alternatives  in  energy  planning."     Construction  of  the  A'.."/  project   at  the 
proposed  size  could  serve  to  delay,   at   a  critical    time,   tiie   i.-plementaton  of 
conservation   and  alternative  energy  sources   in  California's  energy  mix. 
Since  California   is    leading  the  nation   in  promoting  conservation  and 
alternative  energy  sources,  such  a  delay  could  also  affect  national   efforts 
in  this   direction. 

Response  90-3 

The  biological  opinion  provided  by  USFWS  was  not  available  until  October 
1980.  This  opinion  is  included  in  Appendix  15  of  the  final  EIS. 

Response  90-4 

Refer  to  Response  63-2  concerning  this  content. 
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all:-:  "a:";e?   '.-alley  e::ef,iy  system,   the  lo.t  steles  area  cha^ef  of 
zr,',.;t?zz   ilz'-izz  to  ^dcister  its  support  for  the  development  of  this 
cdal-p.ased  sy"ei  iy  the  southhrji  California  ediso;:  cospahy  sijd  othep 
'..'estet.'-i  electric  utilities,  it  12  a :.'  esse'jtial  hajor  source  of 
lt7x-z,\'ihz  "lectpic  e"er3y  ft  the  sol'thveht.   tose  separate  cover  vz 
are  fcfvapci;.g  to  yo'j  a  copy  of  our  co.fllttee  report  to  the  3ha.13-s  "s 
30ard  of  directors  dated  aucuft  7  1?c0.  si  .15srely 
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TOPIC:   ALLE.":-.;fiS(".'o3    VALLEY  PCV3    PnOJE&T 

I  UlSX   TO   STTID.'.T.LY  PROTEST  THE  STRIP    fitting.  OPERATION  PROPOSED    W£»S 

ALTD;J,    UTAH  WITHI/I  TKREE  rULES  OF  BS1CE  CAfjrc.Y   f-VATIO.VAL   PASS,     FOR 

r:-.r:r  nz-rc-;::;: 

I  .    E/.'EA.o  L?I  Ia  THE  WATER    SI'?  PLY  I.N  KAA'E  CCL'.'.'TY 

Z.L'O'-'LD  C*.l"£ACIO  RAI,*.'2   T.JAT  WILL  SE   D.".i".:3l;:3  TO  THE  ALREADY 

FR-.srtc  EWTRO.-meir  op  toe  sna  and  to  the.  park  rcRKUiens 

3.  UO'-'LD  CAL3E  POIIVTIOH  OF   THE  AIR 

9.  sroi!_r,-j  the  vie;  fcr  c;:e  of  the  kdst  beautiful.  ^tic-.'aL  parks 
5.  Eli r2 j:\71r3  free  wildlife  tzs&xTiea  tiirgush  tke  area  a.'.o  to  a/o 

FROM  e^lCE  CA;iVO,y   IMawL  Pa.%    EXAMPLE   THE  rSCOi'.TAXA'  LIONS 

PLEASE  DON'T  ALLKJ   SL'CH  A     OMlQl'ELY   BEAOTIFO-   UREA    TO  BE   DESTROYED 
EVEN  SLIGHTLY    THE  DESERT  Af.'D  ITS  eEAUTY   ARE  TOO  FRAGILE 

CAROL  KELSO  AJ,    nlCHAEL  NELSON,    CHRISTOPHER    NELSOW    VERA   FITZGERALD, 
ELUS   FITZ3EPJLD,   JEANETTE  LOW,   ART   LOM3 


Los  Angeles  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Response  91-1 

Your  comments  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 


1207   EST 

ST3KC0M?   DSM 

Carol   Nelson,   Salt  Lake  City,   Utah 

Response  92-1 

Your  concerns  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 

Response  92-2 

Some  deer  migrations  would  be  disturbed  as  a  result  of  the  Alton  coal 
lease  area  development.  The  significance  of  this  disturbance  could  not  be 
determined  but  is  not  expected  to  be  great.  The  mountain  lion  is  only  an 
occasional  user  of  the  area  near  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park.  The  developoent 
of  the  Alton  coal  lease  area  would  cause  mountain  lions  to  avoid  the  lease- 
hold area  but  would  not  significantly  restrict  their  »ovements  to  and  froa 
Bryce  Canyon  National  Park. 
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Joseph  L,  Boyle,  Hanksville,  Utah 

Response  93-1 

According  to  UII,  only  1,550  acres  of  the  total  5,250  surface  minable 
acres  in  the  Alton  East  lease  area  could  be  seen  from  Yovimpa  Point  in  Bryce 
Canyon  National  Park.  The  lease  area  would  be  a  major  landscape  intrusion 
during  active  mining  and  during  the  early  stages  of  reclamation.  Hining 
activities  would  generate  dust  and  noise,  which  could  reduce  the  recreational 
and  aesthetic  values  of  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park. 

Refer  to  Response  22-16  and  the  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  sections  of 
Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS  for  further  information. 

Response  93-2 

Refer  to  Response  76-1  concerning  a  discussion  of  this  «att«r. 


1/rn/i   j\ucfu£)on  Society 


P.O.    Box    9419 
Salt    Lake    City,    Utah      84109 


August  19   ,1980 


rur««'j  cf  Lar.d  ^ar.ager.ent 
Cedar  City  District  Office 
P.O.   Box  724 
Cedar  City,    Utah     84720 

Dear  3ir, 


llrad  j\ucfuSon  Society 


Allen-Warner  Valley  EIS  -  page  2 


zZ*^ 


In  conclusion,    the  Draft  EIS  was  a  good  beginning  effort  to  assess  the   iirpac 
of  the  Allen-V/amer  Valley  Enefgy  System.      V/e  hope  this  effort  continues  Ir. 
the  Final  Environmental   Impact  Statement.      Thank  you  for  the  opportunity   to 
comment. 


tsn  Auiubcn  Gcetety  is  a  Gait  Lake  City  based  chapter  composed  of  approximately 
r:..Lt;s.      A^   &ji  or^aiji^in.ijii  deeply   concerned  about   the  quality  cf   the  natural 
:r~er.t  re  have  cautiously  reviewed  the  Ailcn-'.Varr.er  Valley  Energy  System 


After  reviewing    tills   draft  LXJ  sre   congradu- 


00 
N3 


l&^e   -,:.e  5-ireau  cf  Lar.i  .Management  on  the   straight-forwardness   and  objectivity  of 
the  document.      V/e  do  however  submit  the   following  comments. 

The  Utah  Charter  of  Audubon  recommends  Alternative   5  -  The  implementation  of  a 
variety  cf  soncervation  programs  and  the  development  of  non-conventional  energy 
sources.      We  believe  this  alternative   to  be  the  least  costly,   not  only  in  the 
eccr.-.mical   ser.se,   but  also  in  terms  of  lost  tourism  and  lost  benefits   to  visitors 
to  Bryce  and  Sicn  National  Parks.   This   alternative   is   also  least   costly  in  terms 
cf  wilderness  lost   to  transmission  line   corridors   and  impacts   to  wildlife. 

The  generation  of  power   from  solid  waste  (Biomass  Technology)   should  definitely 
te   included  in   the  assessment  of  alternative  electrical  power  sources.      The 
feasibility  of  Bicsass   can  be  answered  by   contacting  entities   such  as   the 
City  cf  Ames,    lews.      This  municipal! ty  oT  50,000  has   their  own  city-owned  solid 
waste   rescvery  plant  which  supplies  the  city-owned  power  plant  with  refuse 
derived   fuel . 

The  draft  HIS  does  not  cover  the  effects   of  Alton  Coal  Field  development. 
Since  the   implementation  cf  Alternatives   1,    2  and   3  is  dependent  on  development 
of  this   coal,    a  holistic  analysis  of  impacts   resulting   from  these   alternatives 
canr.Gt  be  m.ade  srithcut  asseszir-g  the  impacts  of  developing  the  Alton  Coil  Field. 
This   unnecessary  segmentation  of  impacts,    and  the   failure  of  an  agency  to   take 
a  look  at   the  cummulative   impacts  of  an   action  is   in  clear  violation  of   the 
!«atic:*al   Environmental  Fclicy  Act.    The  blasting   and  heavy  equipment   required  to 
develop  the  Alton  Coal  Field  would  have  considerable   impacts  on  Bryce  Canyon 
National   Park, 

The  Blii.  has   clouded  the  public   involvement  process  by  deferring   identification 
of  a  preferred  alternative  until  November.      This  postponement  makes   any  meaning- 
ful ec"-e:.t  en   the   ciiocen  course  of  action  difficult.      The  most  important  time 
for  public  input  is  before   the  Final  EIS  is  written.      The  effective  involvement 
cf  the  public   can  be  achieved  by  a  supplement  to  the  draft,    announcing   the 
preferred   alternative,    published  no  later  than  September  15,    1980.      A  second 
public   comment  period   should   then  be   initiated.      If  the   BLM  does  not  have  the 
necessary  information  to  make   the  decision  it  should  be  delayed  until  adequate 
Information   is  available.     The  announcement  of  a   preferred  alternative  should 
be   followed  by  a  public  comment  period  before   the   Final  EIS  is  written. 


Sincerely  yours, 

Ronald  D.    Reece 

Member,    Ecard  of  Directors 

Co-Chairman,    Lands   and  Energy  Cauni ttee 


Ronald  D.    Reece,   Utah  Audubon  Society,  Salt  Lake  City,   Utah 

Response  94-1 

Biomass  technology  is  included  in  the  assessment  of  Alternative  5 
(Energy  Conservation  and  the  Development  of  Alternative  Energy  Sources). 
Refer  to  Chapters  2  and  4  of  the  final  EIS  for  this  discussion. 

Response  94-2 

The  environmental  impacts  concerning  mining  development  of  the  Alton 
coal  lease  area  have  been  identified  in  the  Southern  Utah  Petition  Evalua- 
tion Document  (USDI,  OSM  1980)  and  are  summarized  in  the  final  EIS. 

See  the  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  sections  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS 
for  information  concerning  the  mining  impacts  of  blasting  and  heavy  equipment 
use  on  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park. 

Response  94-3 

The  agency  preferred  alternative  is  identified  at  the  end  of  Chapter  2 
in  the  final  EIS.  All  comments  received  regarding  the  final  EIS  will  be 
available  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  prior  to  his  decision  in  January 
1981. 
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cletie  the   Irir/-ely  succ-sei/il  effort   of  "U:  to  r,.:et 
Tor  :..."irer- ,  .nto?    I.  *""ct  St-te-on+s.      The  doc-roent 
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League  of  Women  Voters  of  Nevada 

Response  95-1 

Possible  cumulative  effects  of  the  Reid  Gardner  and  Harry  Allen  power- 
plants  must  be  considered  by  EPA  before  a  PSD  permit  is  issued.  EPA  will 
consider  reliability  of  control  equipment  in  making  the  determination  of 
possible  cumulative  impacts.  Also  refer  to  Response  5-3. 

Response  95-2 

Refer  to  Response  5-1  concerning  your  conment. 
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Response  95-3 

Several  networks  with  sites  in  the  potentially  affected  areas  have  or 
are  being  established  to  monitor  acid  deposition.  Although  no  stations  would 
be  monitoring  specifically  to  determine  impacts  from  the  AWV  Energy  System, 
any  increase  in  acidity  over  the  present  levels  would  be  studied,  and 
increases,  if  any,  of  acid  deposition  from  the  AWV  project  might  be  detected. 
Also  refer  to  response  51-1  concerning  this  matter. 

Response  95-4 

The  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  section  in  Chapters  3  and  4  are  revised  in 
the  final  EIS  as  a  result  of  your  comment  and  include  information  concerning 
Rainbow  Gardens  and  Wetlands  Park. 

Response  95-5 

The  Air  Quality  sections  of  Chapter  4  are  revised  to  reflect  this  con- 
ment  in  the  final  EIS. 

Response  95-6 

As  a  result  of  your  comment,  the  Issues  and  Areas  of  Controversy,  Com- 
pliance with  Air  Quality  Regulations  section  of  the  Summary  in  the  final  EIS 
is  revised  to  include  this  information. 

Response  95-7 

As  indicated  in  the  Air  Quality  sections  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS, 
the  PSD  permits  will  be  processed  under  the  requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act 
as  amended  in  August  1977  and  subsequent  regulations  issued  by  EPA  as 
required  by  this  act. 

Response  95-8 

The  EIS  discusses  the  existence  of  energy  conservation  programs  in  the 

participating  utilities'  service  areas  in  the  Existing  and  Projected  Energy 

Sources  Mix  section  of  Chapter  3.   The  development  of  programs  of  energy 
conservation  and  alternative  energy  sources  is  further  discussed  for  each  of 

the  service  areas  in  the  description  of  Alternative  5  in  Chapter  2  of  the 
final  EIS. 

Response  95-9 

Refer  to  responses  6-4  and  12-4  for  a  discussion  of  these  cr 
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Have  the  ir.rx-cts  upon  the  salinity  of  the  Colorado  Hiver  been 
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Response  95-10 

The  Bloomington,  Utah  to  Lake  Mead,  Nevada  section  of  Water  Resources, 
Alternative  1,  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS  indicates  that  salinity  concentra- 
tions of  the  Virgin  River  would  be  increased  by  an  unknown  amount  and  below 
Littlefield,  Arizona  (including  the  Colorado  River  at  Lake  Mead).  See  this 
section  for  further  discussion. 

Response  95-11 

Refer  to  the  Standard  Operating  Procedures  and  Mitigating  Measures 
required  by  BLM,  Appendix  4  for  the  Applicants'  Proposed  Design  and  Operating 
Procedures,  and  Appendix  6  for  Standard  Operating  Procedures  in  the  final  EIS 
for  a  discussion  of  your  concern. 

Response  95-12 

The  draft  EIS  on  the  MX  missle  had  not  been  released  at  the  time  of 
preparation  of  this  final  EIS,  and  therefore  the  impacts  relating  to  the 
project  have  not  been  identified.  Because  of  this  and  because  the  specific 
basing  modes  and  locations  have  not  been  identified,  cumulative  impacts  of 
the  two  projects  are  not  identified  in  the  final  EIS. 

Response  95-13 

The  name  of  your  organization  is  Included  on  the  List  of  Special. 
Interest  Groups  to  reflect  your  comments. 


Yours  truly, 
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Betty  "r.n  Jcr.es  »ry  Forrester 

Resident  President 

Leapje  cf  ',,'or.en  Voters  of  the  Las  Vegas  Valley  League  of  Wonen  Voters 

of  Nevada 


August  18,  1980 


District  Manager 

Cedar  City  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  BOX  724 

Cedar  City,  Utah   84720 
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it  is  pleasing  to  find  the  inclusion  of  Alternative  5  as  a  viable 
scenario  in  this  Environmental  Impact  Statement.   Conservation  of  energy 
could  increase  the  self-sufficiency  of  rural  homes  (vs.  centralized 
power  dependence),  increase  solar  awareness  in  all  communities,  and 
increase  pride  in  owners  of  energy  efficient  homes.   As  utility  rates 
rise,  the  reluctancy  of  individuals  "to  change  their  lifestyles  to 
accomodate  the  conservation  and  load  management  of  energy"  (4-1*17)  will 
change  to  co-petition  for  energy  efficient  homes  just  as  the  oil  crisis  has 
chanc-?d  the  reluctant  use  of  snail  cars  in  the  automobile  industry. 
California  must  accept  the  challenge  of  the  CEC  "to  use  conservation  and 
alternative  energy  resources  to  the  maximum  extent  feas i ble. (3-44)   ' 

The  "possible  related  changes  In  current  lifestyles"  (S-16)  and 
"rearrange-ent  of  personal  schedules  and  conveniences"  (4-|46)  associated 
with  development  of  alternative  energy  sources  ere    nothing  when  compared 
to  the  cultural  shock  and  degradation  of  human  life  associated  with  boom 
town  growth  in  Southern  Utah,  Northern  Arizona  towns,  even  with  the  aid  of 
front-end  roney  for  community  services.   More  stress  should  also  be 
placed  on  the  adverse  affects  of  increased  off-road  vehicle  use  (4wd, 
dunebuggy,  and  motorcycle),  accummu lat ions  of  litter  along  roadsides, 
overcrowd ing  of  once  favorite  campsites  and  picnic  areas,  and  the  return 
_of  the  not-so-nice  Western  atmosphere  of  alcohol  dominated  mining  towns. 

I  am  also  glad  to  see  the  concern  for  air  quality  in  the  southwestern 
National  Parks,  and  the  concern  for  air  quality  in  Class  II  areas.   Few 
people  live  under  the  plume  of  emissions  from  the  Navajo  Generating  Station 
near  Page,  Arizona,  yet  the  pollution  there  is  very  real.   Residents  of  the 
town  of  Page  sit  quietly  watching  the  smoke  as  it  rises  from  the  stacks, 
flattens,  then  trails  off  silently  eastward  over  Indian  hogans  to  encircle 
Navajo  Mountain.   {With  relocation  money  many  Navajos  have  moved  over  to 
this  side  of  the  plume.)   Visitors  to  the  Lake  Powell  Region  can  quickly 
identify  the  point-source  of  the  areas  smog  as  they  travel  toward  Page. 
Let  us  r-ake  sure  the  BACT  promises  for  future  power  plants  are  kept. 

Sincerely  Concerned, 

Joe  Prickett 

P.O.    Box   21)56 

Page,   AZ     860^0  « 


Joe  Prickett,   Page,  Arizona 

Response  96-1 

Although  these  specific  concerns  are  not  quantifiable,  potential  nega- 
tive impacts  to  the  quality  of  life  are  discussed  in  the  Quality  of  Life 
sections  in  Socioeconomics,  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 
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Ann  A.  Zorn,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

Response  97-1 

These  concerns  about  air  quality  are  addressed  in  Responses  5-3  and 
95-1. 
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Response  97-2 

Possible  cumulative  impacts  with  Reid  Gardner  must  be  considered  before 
issuance  by  EPA  of  a  PSD  permit  for  the  Harry  Allen  powerplant.  Pollution 
control  equipment  at  Reid  Gardner  and  resulting  emission  rates  will  be  con- 
sidered by  EPA. 

Response  97-3 

Refer  to  Response  5-3  for  a  discussion  on  this  air  quality  matter. 
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Response  97-4 

Certain  trace  elements  would  require  monitoring  under  recently  promul- 
gated PSD  regulations  (August  7,  1980)  and  State  of  Nevada  regulations. 
Refer  to  the  Air  Quality,  Trace  Elements  section  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final 
EIS,  which  has  been  amended. 

Response  97-5 

Meteorological  data  that  was  used  in  the  air  quality  analysis  included 
both  surface  and  upper  wind  and  temperature  measurements.  The  potential  air 
quality  impacts  on  Zion  and  Bryce  Canyon  National  Parks  are  presented  in  the 
Air  Quality  sections  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 


Response  97-6 

Response  76-1  addresses  these  comments  about  water. 
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Response  97-7 

Refer  to  discussion  of  Alternative  5  (Energy  Conservation  and  the  Devel- 
opment of  Alternative  Energy  Sources)  in  Chapters  2,  3,  and  4  of  the  final 
EIS.  These  discussions  present  analyses  of  what  could  be  achieved  in  each  of 
the  participating  utilities'  service  areas  should  such  an  alternative  be 
implemented. 
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Elizabeth  Bottcher.  H.D, .  Salt  Lake  City.  Utah 

Response  98-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  Baking 
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;rmillion  Cliffs,  a  number  of 


This  su— er  we  spent  our  vacation  in  no: 

^;m  of  Grand  Can von,  the 

Zion  V.'aaional  Park  and  Sryce  Canyon  National  Par.<. 
after  visiting  a  number  of  the 


-2  near   its   end,    when. 


visited   the  nortn 
area-,    on    the    Ariacr.a   St 

tHeS^t"  %"Z£%lZl*77t    the   Southwest!    we   stood  on  Vcvimpa  Point   and 
si     ;h";--  «  had   =  e=n   in   a  panorama  before   us.      There   are  very   few  vistas    in 

'      r.ich  offer  either   the  grandeur  or  the   educational   significance 
tnis  would  be    destroyed    fore 

elv  below.      Such  disturbance   only 


ever  if   coal  were   to  be   stripped 
below.      Such  disturbar.ee  only 
le  blight  which  we   find   impos 
associated  with   coal  mining   would 


the   'Jr.itcd  Sta' 
of    Yovxrra   poi: 

from   the   Alton   coalfields,    almost    immediate- 
several  miles    frcm  the   Point  would  be   a  horrible   blight  which  we    find   impossible 
to   ilc'i'v         In   addition.,    the    activities 

"doubted!--  obscure   the  visibility  to  a  very  large  extent,    essentially  destroying 
the   unique    values   here. 

During   our   stav   at   magnificent   uion   National   Park   we  were   disturbed   to   notice 
tha-   -e   ai-  cuality  beared  already   slightly  deteriorated.      The  operation  of 
.  K^r  valiev   Plant  would  add  to  this  deterioration   in  a  major  way,  we  believe. 
The  sclcnuar  of   this  Par!-:  can  only  be   appreciated  if  you  can  see   its  ma3esty 
clearly,    ur.obscured  by  an  insidious  hace. 


Also  disturbing   to 
the   fragile    to 


"-i   regarding   the  proposed   systen   is    the  possibilitv   that 
:-.  -r-.-co  Cx-.yon   National   Park   could  bo  weakened   or 
e«m  t~«*.Ie..  by  blasting  operations    in  Alton   coalfields.      It   doesn't   seem 
possiole   tnat  we   could  seriously   consider   an      energy  project   that   could  bear 
Lsuch  consequences,    particularly  when   a  number  of  viable  alternatives   exist. 

Finally,    this   energy  project  would   require   almost   10,000  acre-feet   oer  year 
of  groundwater   trom  a   region  which    is   semi-arid  and   uoon  which  numer-us' 
ranc.-.ers  dspend   for   livelihood.      This  draw  on    the   aquifer  would   most   certainly 
ar.ect    t., a   springs  on  which   they  depend,    and   the  potential    for   recha-ging    E«.* 
«^r       i.  91"n   "°   d*sta»M«   =^used  by   the   coal  mining,    is  an  unkaovn   at    t'h's 
tin..      Tne   .-.arner  Valley  Project  would  require  diversion  of   the  Virgin    River 
^„'!"?ly  -n^«in<5  habitat   for  the  Virgin   River  chub  and  woundfin   minnow   and 
jprobably  mucn  more. 

All  in  all,  we  can   find  no  justification  for  the  Allen-Kamer  Valley  Enercv 
fnH  h";  ■    ''^  ^   SU^ort  cnl*  Alternative   5-conservation   and  alternative    sources 
and  believe  tnac  no  amount  of  megawatts  can  be  worth  the  sacrifice  of  the^T 
southern  Utah  natural  resources.  cnese 


""> 


Sincerely  Yours, 

rf,  \jT\  i  . 

■St   t-tOt-t."  •.   -  :*■<- 
Linda  L.  Lewis 

C.  John'  Lewis,  H.  D. 


Linda  and  John  Lewis,  Tucson,  Arizona 

Response  99-1 

Studies  conducted  as  a  result  of  the  OSH  draft  Southern  Utah  Petition 
Evaluation  Document  (USDI,  1980)  indicate  that  blasting  wilt  have  no  effect 
on  delicate  erosional  features  of  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park.  Refer  to 
Response  22-16  and  the  revised  text  in  the  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  section 
of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 

Response  99-2 

Refer  to  the  updated  Ground  Water  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  section  under 
Alternative  1,  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  concerning,  your 

comment. 

Response  99-3 

Your  comment  concerning  the  woundfin  minnow  and  roundtail  chub  is  con- 
sidered in  the  final  EIS.  Refer  to  Appendix  15  for  an  opinion  from  USFWS 
regarding  this  matter. 


August  20,  1980 


District  y-anager 
Cedar  City  District 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 


o 


Dear  Sirs: 

Since  I  waa  ur.able  to  attend  the  public  hearings  held   in  St.    George,    etc. 
concerning  the  draft  the  EIS  on  the  Allen  Warner  Valley  application,    I  would 
like  to  make  cement  via   this   letter. 

I  neve  lived   in  St.    leorge  nest  of  my  life.      After  going  away  to  school 
g-d  rettin-  a  rasters  de^rce   in  micrcbiclory  1    ?  made  a  decision  to  return 
3rd  v;r>  in  Zt,    "eor.-e   ever,  though   I  could  rake  twice  the  amount  in  wases  by 
liv \-r  elsc-'-'-re   ir.  a   larger  metropolitan  area.     The   .-easens  I  ret-.;med  are: 
1.    ~i."  wholes"?  people  of  high  moral  character  found  here.    2.    A  clean  en- 
vircr.eat  with   clean  air  due   to  the  lack  of  ir.ductrial  and  large  city  traffic 
pollutant:,   3,    Tj.e  scenic  quelity  of  the  area  .    k.  The  smaller  town  atmosphere 
of  t%,    George  !.,:   the   surrounding  area.      I  believe  that  if  the  application  is 
granted  all  of  the  above  will  bo  affected. 

If  pov-er  can  be   obtained  from  an  alternate   scource   such  as  Utah  Power  and 
Light  even  though  at  at  some  what  hlrrher  cost,    I  would  prefer  to  do  so  rather 
than  suffer' the  social  oand  enviroir.entil   Impacts  that  would  obviously  occur. 
It  bothers  me  to  produce  power  for  curside  concerns  in  an  area   as   scenic   as 
our3.      There  are   few  percone  who  have   spent  as  much  time  as  I  have  bpckpacklng 
and  hiking  in  the  back  country  of  Zion  National  Park,    country  which  I  think 
is  scrse  of  the  most  besutiful  in  the  United  States.      I  don't  think  this  is  the 
place  for  large  pcwerplanta.      For  these  reasons  I  would  recommend  that  al- 
ternative 5  be  adop-ed.      It  would  seem  to  me  that  before  areas  such  as  St.   George 
put  in  application  for  additional  power  and  power  planta  that  they  adopt 
conservation  measures  such  as  demand  meters,    etc. 


Paul  Weaver,  St.   George,   Utah 

Response  100-1 

Your    views    are    noted    and   will    be    considered    in   the   decision   making 
process. 


Sincerely, 


Paul  Weaver 


•ox  iHocHOENix.  Arizona  «eoi 


Salt  River  Project 

WATER-POWER 
August   20,    1980 


® 


TELEPHONE  2 73 -5 BOO 


Mr.  Morgan  Jensen,  District  Manager 

Cedar  City  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  O.  Box  724 

Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 

Dear  Mr.  Jensen: 


We   appreciate   the  opportunity   to  comment  on   the   draft  environmental  impact 
statement   (EIS)    prepared  by    the   Bureau  of  Land  Management,   Cedar  City  District 
and   Utah   State   Office,    on    the    propoied   A]  lcn-U'nrnor   Valley  Energy   System   in 
Utah,   Arizona,   Nevada  and  California.      In   general,  we   find   this   draft  EIS   to 
be  veil   researched,  well  organized  and  well  written.      We   are,   however,   com- 
pelled   to   express    serious    reservations   concerning   the    treatment  of   visibility 
in   the   air  quality   sections   of   this   statement. 

Before   outlining  our   concerns,    an    introduction    to    the   Salt   River   Project 
Agricultural   Improvement   and  Power  District   (SRP)    is   in  order.      SRP,    a 
political   subdivision   of    the    State    of    Arizona,    provides    electrical    power    to 
aone    130,000   residential,    industrial,    commercial    and   agricultural    consumers 
in  and  around  Phoenix  and  other  portions  of   Central  Arizona.      In   1979,   SRP 
had   a   total    generating   capacity   of    approximately    2,900   megawatts    (MW)    pro- 
duced by   coal,    oil   and    gas-fired    steam  electric   plants;    combustion    turbine; 
combined  cycle;   hydro-electric  and  pumped  storage   facilities.      SRP   is    the 
operating   agent    for   the   Navajo   Generating   Station,    a   2,250   MW   coal-fired 
power  plant    located   near   Page,    Arizona,    and   the   Coronado   Generating   Station, 
located   near  St.    Johns,    Arizona,    comprised   of   an   operating    350   MW   unit  with 
two    additional    350   KM   units   under   construction.      SRP    is   also    part  owner   of 
the  Mohave,   Four  Corners,   Craig  and  Hayden   coal-fired  generating  stations. 

With  respect   to   the    treatment  of  visibility   in   the   Allen-Warner  Valley   draft 
EIS,   we  would  first  of  all  like    to   point  out   the   casual  or   imprecise   use  oc 
terminology    and   phraseology.      We   note,    for   example,    that    terms    such   as 
"visibility,"   "visibility    impairment,"   "visual    intrusion,"   "visibility    impact," 
"vista"    and   "plttrse   blight"    are    used  without    clear   delineation   of    their    meanings 
as   applied  within    this    report.       In    fact,    it    is    observed    that    the    thirteen 
page    glossary   appended    to    this   draft   EIS    includes   no    visibility    related 
terminology.      As   those  involved   in   the   area  of  visibility  can  well  attest, 
there    is    considerable   discussion    concerning    the   meanings    to   be    attached    to 
3uch    terminology    from  a   scientific    as   well    as   a    regulatory    standpoint.       Con- 
sequently,   the  validity  and  significance  of   discussions  of   visibility  matters 
in   this   draft  EIS  are  exceedingly  difficult   to  assess.      This   difficulty  is 
further   compounded    in    that   discussions   of   plume   impacts   on   visibility   are 
replete  with  vague,    imprecise  or  highly  qualified   phraseology.      Two   relevant 
examples   from  the   report  will  serve   to   illustrate   this   point: 


Salt  River  Project,  Phoenix,  Arizona 

Response  101-1 

Because  of  the  many  uncertainties  regarding  the  frequency  of  occurrence 
of  meteorological  conditions  and  atmospheric  chemistry  in  the  pluae  environ- 
ment, precise  quantification  of  frequency,  extent,  time  of  occurrence  and 
duration  of  impairment  is  not  possible. 

The  visibility  analyses  used  different  terminologies  because  the  studies 
were  performed  by  several  different  agencies  or  firms.  BLM  has  aaended  the 
Visibility  sections  of  the  final  EIS  to  obtain  »ore  consistency  and  has  added 
definitions  of  visibility  related  terns  to  the  glossary. 


Mr.  Morgan  Jensen 

Page  2 

August  20,  1980 
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a)  "On  infrequent  occasions  when  necessary  wind  conditions 

for  transporting  the  plume  between  an  observer  in  the 
Paiute  Primitive  Area  and  distant  vistas  would  be  coupled 
with  stable  meteorological  conditions  at  plume  level  visual 
impairment  might  be  perceptible,  with  ambient  visual 
range  as  low  as  60  to  75  miles." 
(pg.  4-14,  in  reference  to  Harry  Allen  Powerplant) 

b)  "If  stable  conditions  occur  with  wind  flowing  from  south- 

southwest  at  low  wind  speed,  it  would  be  possible  that 
the  pluntc  from  the  powerplant  may  be  visible  from  some 
points  in  the  park," 
(pg.  4-15,  in  reference  to  Warner  Valley  Powerplant) 

In  light  of  the  fact  that  plume  Impacts  on  visibility  are  to  be  evaluated 
with  reference  to  frequency,  extent,  time  of  occurrence,  intensity  and 
duratLon  of  Impairment  (see  pg.  4-23),  we  fail  to  understand  how  statements 
3uch  as  those  cited  above  can  be  considered  meaningful. 

Also,  we  strenuously  object  to  inclusion  of  the  photographic  simulations 
(Figures  4-1  and  4-2)  of  possible  proposed  powerplant  plume  Impacts  on 
visibility  in  this  environmental  Impact  statement.   Given  the  effect  that 
those  photographic  simulations  have  on  those  viewing  them,  despite  the 
nyriad  sinplifylng  assumptions,  uncertainties,  inaccuracies  and  unknowns 
inherent  In  the  application  of  this  technique,  the  inclusion  of  such  material 
is  inappropriate  and  totally  unacceptable.   Our  objections,  which  are  de- 
tailed below,  relate  to  the  specific  simulated  photographs  included  in 
this  draft  EIS  as  well  as  to  the  visibility  model  from  which  they  are 
derived. 

First  of  all,  it  is  stated  in  the  report  that  the  simulations  were  included 
in  order  to  provide  a  meaningful  representation  of  the  potential  visibility 
impacts  of  the  proposed  project  (pg.  4-15).   The  validity  of  this  characteriza- 
tion, however,  is  totally  and  irrefutably  negated  by  the  following  information 
given  in  the  draft  EIS  relative  to  the  simulations:   a)  the  frequency  or 
occurrence  of  meteorological  conditions  assumed  in  modeling  plume  transport 
is  not  known  (pg.  4-23) ;  b)  the  base  photographs  were  taken  in  spring  while 
the  simulation's  assumed  meteorological  conditions  most  characteristic  of  fall 
(pg.  All-1);  c)  it  was  assumed  that  the  powerplant  plume  was  unaffected  by 
the  Intervening  complex  terrain  (pg.  All-2);  d)  the  meteorological  conditions 
which  prevailed  on  the  days  the  photographs  were  taken  are  not  likely  to  be 
the  sane  as  those  assumed  in  the  visibility  simulation  (pg.  All-2);  and  e) 
the  background  atmospheric  particulate  matter  loading  associated  with  the  base 
photographs  is  unknown  (pg.  All-2).   Given  the  fundamental  Importance  of 
meteorology  and  intervening  complex  terrain  on  plume  transport,  and  given 
the  fundamental  importance  of  background  conditions  and  frequency  and  duration 
of  plume  impacts  in  evaluating  visibility  impairment,  we  submit  that  these 
simulations  can  thus  in  no  sense  whatsoever  be  considered  "meaningful 
rep  resen  tat  Ions . " 


Response  101-2 

While  we  acknowledge  that  the  frequency  of  occurrence  of  impacts  is 
important  in  determining  significance  of  impacts,  the  frequency  of  occurrence 
of  a  speci  fie  set  of  atmospheric  conditions  in  the  plume  envi  ronment  is 
rarely  if  ever  known.  However,  this  does  not  mean  that  an  attempt  to  eval- 
uate impacts  should  not  be  done.  Regarding  parts  b,  d,  and  e  of  your  coirment, 
Appendix  12  states  that  the  sun  angle,  which  was  appropriately  simulated  in 
the  base  photograph,  has  a  more  significant  effect  on  the  plume  blight  simu- 
lation than  would  other  factors  such  as  seasons,  meteorological  conditions, 
and  background  atmospheric  particulate  matter  loading  at  the  time  the  base 
photograph  was  taken.  Regarding  part  d  of  your  comment,  Appendix  12  has  been 
amended  to  say  that  the  plume  is  assumed  to  not  impact  the  intervening  ter- 
rain, rather  than  not  be  affected  by  it.  Appendix  12  discusses  that  this  is 
an  appropriate  assumption  when  the  air  upwind  of  the  terrain  stagnates, 
causing  greater  plume  rise  and  the  subsequent  passing  of  the  plune  above  the 
terrain. 


Mr.  Morgan  Jensen 

Page  3 

August  20,  1980 


Mr.  Morgan  Jensen 

Page  l\ 

August  20,  1980 


In  addition  to  the  problems  outlined  above  with  respect  to  this  specific 
application  of  visibility  modeling,  it  must  be  stressed  that  the  use  of 
such  ridels  to  assess  potential  impairment  is  not  justified  at  this  time. 
The  current  state  of  the  art  of  visibility  modeling  has  recently  been  re- 
viewed in  a  background  document  prepared  in  conjunction  with  the  proposed 
visibility  regulation  of  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (i.e., 
Latimer  et  al,  1978,  The  Development  of  Mathematical  Models  for  the  Predic- 
tion of  Anthropogenic  Visibility  Impairment,  EPA-450/3/78- 1 10  a,  b,  and  c, 
Systems  Applications,  Inc.,  San  Rafael,  California).   Among  the  theoretical 
shortcomings  of  visibility  models  revealed  in  this  document  are:   a)  Che 
use  of  a  Gaussian  formulation  to  characterize  plume  diffusion,  which  is 
totally  inappropriate  in  complex  terrain  such  as  that  which  characterizes  the 
area  under  consideration  in  the  draft  EIS,  and  which  has  been  well  documented; 
b)  the  simplistic  treatment  of  chemical  reactions  and  transformations, 
particularly  with  respect  to  complex  processes  such  as  sulfate  and  nitrate 
formation,  and  the  problem  of  entrainment  of  background  species  of  unknown 
concentrations  in  the  area  of  atmospheric  chemistry;  and  c)  the  neglect  of 
aerosol  absorption,  the  weak  treatment  of  multiple  scattering  and  the  simplistic 
assumption  of  an  homogenous  plume  In  the  area  of  atmospheric  optics.   Further, 
It  fjst  be  pointed  out  that  no  visibility  model  has  been  validated  to  date, 
partly  due  to  the  lack  of  relevant  data.   AH  simulations  of  physical 
processes  must  be  applied  to  real  data  for  verification  prior  to  being  used 
in  a  routine  manner.   It  therefore  follows  that  the  use  of  such  models, 
particularly  one  which  has  not  been  presented  In  the  scientific  literature 
or  otherwise  subjected  to  peer  review  (I.e.,  the  Los  Alamos  Scientific  Labora- 
tory visibility  model),  is  patently  unacceptable  in  environmental  impact 
statements  or  similar  documents  at  this  time. 

As  a  final  related  point,  even  if  we  were  to  assume  that  visibility  impairment 
could  be  perfectly  modeled,  it  would  not  necessarily  follow  that  the  photo- 
graphic simulation  technique  applied  in  this  draft  EIS  would  provide  a 
"meaningful  representation"  of  that  impairment.   As  noted  in  the  EPA  back- 
ground document  cited  above  (Latimer  et  al ,  1978,  pg.  138)  in  reference  to 
the  LASL  technique: 

"It  is  difficult  to  transfer  information  from  the  original 
film  to  the  final  produced  photograph  without  introducing 
errors.   In  other  words,  a  quantitative  measure  of  the  color 
fidelity  of  the  process  1b  not  possible  at  present." 

In  Busznary,  while  we  find  the  draft  EIS  on  the  proposed  Allen-Warner  Valley 
Energy  System  to  be  a  generally  well  researched,  well  organized  and  well 
written  document,  we  also  find  that  the  treatment  of  visibility  in  the  air 
quality  sections  of  this  statement  cannot  be  characterized  In  such  positive 
terms.   We  have  noted  the  casual  use  of  visibility-related  terminology  and 
the  use  of  vague,  imprecise  or  highly  qualified  phrasing  in  the  characteriza- 
tion of  possible  visibility  impairment.   We  have  also  stenuously  objected  to 
the  inclusion  of  photographic  simulations  of  potential  visibility  impacts  of 
the  proposed  project. 


We  wish  to  again  express  our  appreciation  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 
on  this  document. 

Sincerely, 

Gary  L.  Powell  ^7 

Environmental  Services  Department 


xc:   P.  S.  Bhardwaja 

A.  Q.  Colton 

D.  W.  Moon 

D.  H.  Phillips 

Response  101-3 

Your  concerns  are  addressed  in  Response  88-2. 

Response  101-4 

Your  comment  is  noted.  In  Appendix  12  of  the  final  EIS,  a  technical 
discussion  of  a  comparison  of  an  actual  plume  with  a  computer  simulation  of 
the  plume  is  presented. 
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Petition  from  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

Response  102-1 

The  views  of  the  concerned  citizens  represented  in  this  letter  will  be 
considered  in  the  decision  making  process.  Numerous  public  hearings  (one  in 
Salt  Lake  City,  two  in  southern  Utah,  one  in  Las  Vegas,  and  one  in  Cali- 
fornia) were  held  to  gather  testimony  concerning  the  draft  AWV  EIS.  These 
hearings  were  preceded  by  an  official  notice  in  the  Federal  Register  and  by 
news  releases  sent  to  several  radio  stations  and  newspapers  in  the  affected 
area.  All  readable  names  and  addresses  are  included  in  the  AWV  sailing  list 
to  reflect  this  concern. 
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ATn.ou.7vi:j  cf^c^rcc-  u/zie-r.  invariably  pollute  iKcaO;  create. 
a.  CZ.  Acre  taUlriosjiontC^Z^S ^«j  of 'f^nc a*£cr(f  area.  ZSO 

xru  California.. 

■Jkucanftcjp  preserve  thCs,  unique  and  peaceful  la.^4  I 
^ihciu^arsi^n^i  ara  oppessd  to  the  Afea-t^rrfermV) 
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i   kitf»   f\J4 


^^,O^^S.VC00c^^•«1_ 


l^u^L 


QSgJJdkSam    D„„ 


ft/fy 


XTe-you  awart!-  erf the. coa.1  burning htlcL strip  mininej 

rn.i-ni7h^J5  ti irjsjr-orr:.  firvc^emd.djn.^norm,oixfi calf  burnbiq 
f/antZO  7nile3jT=-m.Z  zan,777;±5_pl27iZ  zt/ould.  rJovir&iirtS-i; 
a.tr^u.-nxs  c~^,ciLrze-  us^tc-r,  invar uCjly  -pollute  t^^ai^r^aia. 
a.  6Z  acre  ta.Uirs=sj:on<.L .-92^3 <2r/-<7js  eff&ne.a^crtfa.reA,  250 
miles  rf-^lur^jiijAtii^.mil&of-thc-j^rte.r-'vJinUd  %s  uSe*L 
in,  C-afy^7~>T.tcl. 

Jo-ucjuHcIp pre^trvc  this  u.nioiLea.nd.p?dceful/a.7icl  I 
V!+  £fte.uK.i!r*i$atul  ara  opposed  to  the  Ai/d- 
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Souifu^s-SP  Resource  G&mctC 


Jane    ll'luhn 
P.  O.   Box   1182   '   635-4804 
Hurricane,    I'tali  84737 


co:::.::tc  o::  2H3  nuiii.AU  o?  kuod  r'Ar.'OBKJ.'Tfa 
aaAFS  e:;vi:ho  :i;;:tai  i;~act  3iA23i-S3  o;r  the 
ALLi;::-;,'As:;_R  vahsy  E:,\i-;GY  system 


oo 


The  Alien     arner  Valley   Lner;;-  Sypten  Environ-on tal 
Inpact  3t?.  tercnt   should  determine  vhether  or  not   alternatives 
considered    in   it   :'.nu  decisions   hired   on  it   '..ill  achieve    the 
policy  .^oals   of  :.  .E.?.A. 

Alternatives  that  include  a  slurry  lin^  will  not  r.eet   the 
i'.^.P.A.    re,-Oilatior.s.    The   cumulative  data  CP"S  an<i  unresolved 
issues   are   3till  nountin^. 

The   issue   of  nu\r.ittir..~j  nevr  data  vas  dincursed   at   a 
meeting  in  /.anab  -..ith  S.""5?  iljjrton  Officials.   Joa-    Tave-'-ort 
rtated,    new  inforr.aticr.  '/ill   be   excepted   and   considered.    '.:  e 
firal  ii.1.13   should   aadrcss   the  Robert   Cordova,    report, 
Goundvter  Conditions   in   the  U"ier   Virgin  and  Kv.r.ab  Cree'-;  "'*slnc, 
Utah.,    "ith   Lnihinir   on   the  Ilavajo  '.'andctone.   O^cn   l°ile  r.e-ort 
30-52-1,    1<jS0. 


Southwest  Resources  Council,   Hurricane,   Utah 

Response  103-1 

The  final  EIS  is  organized  in  accordance  with  the  CEQ  regulations  on 
implementing  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1970  as  amended.  The 
prescribed  organization  provides  a  comparative  analysis  of  each  alternative 
so  that  the  reader  may  determine  whether  or  not  a  particular  alternative 
meets  the  policy  goals  of  NEPA. 

Response  103-2 

The  Cordova  report  is  addressed  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  your  comment. 
See  the  Ground  Water  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  section  under  Alternative  1  of 
Chapter  4. 


In   the   r.rn.'t  t!3,    U.I.I,    veil,  site   locations   on   —.go   2-7, 
figure   2-4,    als'j   on   pa--^   4-27.    Should   chow  all   of  Utah   International 
applications   for    :rrund-..'-ter  dcvelo-r.--.nt   that  arc   a-nli-d    for. 
-i.e   applications   arc    in   good    standing   0,ld    ^ro    in   the    "ublic    record 
in    'he   ctr.te   a   -.er  en^incera   office   in   Unit   Lake   City,    also   in 
Ceaar  City.    Jhe   -.a;>  is    in   i/atcr  Resources   Bulletin  8,    Second 
r.ec&r.r.-.issar.ce   of    .ater  Rs-sourcea   in   'Jestern  Kane   County,    Utah, 
by  harry   D.   Ooode.    The   proposed   determination  of  '.inter  p.i,-hts   in 
the  x.ai-.ab  Creek  ar.a  Johnson,    Code  ,'.o  85,    Book   1,    List     (/WJ 
Utah   International   Inc.    application  numbers   3o044,    56045,    36047, 
3o;43,    3604';,    ~o050.   'I'his   inf.jrrsti  n   is   of  major   concern  and 
should   not   be   overlooked   in   the   final  E.I.S. 

In   the  Draft   S.I.S   on   nage   4-29   it   is   stated   that   for   snringa 
in  har.ab  Or  ek   in   the   vicinity   of  Dig  Lake  nirht   be   affected   if 
cone   of  de-ression   extents   beyond   9   miles   from   the   veil   field. 
For   the  Kar.ab   city  wells   in   Three   laV.es   Canyon   to   be   affected,'    the 
Cone   of  de-resaion  would   have    to   extend   beyond    12   miles.    It 
should   be   added   to   the   fir.al  E.I.S   that   Utah   International  has 
.iled   for  application  36047  which   would   overlie   F.anab   City  wells 
cr.d    th'.se   wellj  would   be   directly  affected. 

-he   I-'ir.al  B.I.:;   should   address   the   fact   that   Svlvan  Johnson 
of  Johnson^  Canyon   has  a   well   located   only   4-$-  rales    fron   iiald 
:-'j;oll,.,UC    101    .    Sylvan  ar:ci   oth«>r  ra-.chers   have    nrolests   filr-d   with 
the   state   en;ir.eer   that   will   grant   tJ.em  a   right' to   n   protect 
_he   ring  before    the   utate   can  grant   the   water   rights. (£«/J 

The  ?ir.al  :-..I.S   should   -ddreos    the   Colorado  River  Treaty, 
under  ~cc   l'j    ,    Utah   State   Ltatue    -ar.E    .    It   states    that   water 
ca-:   be   us-d   to  generate   electrical   power  but   has   to   be 
sut>::erYi.-nt   to  agricultural  aid   domestic  use.   Ad   the   wnter   is 
ex-ortcd   across   st-te  li.es   this   lav   is    in   effect   and   it   would 
take  a  General   court  decision   to  anund   it  when  chall._n'-ed   in 
court. 


Response  103-3 

Refer  to  figure  4-8,  Pending  Utah  International,  Inc.  Ground  Water 
Applications  Before  the  Utah  Division  of  Water  Rights  which  identifies  all  of 
UII's  pending  water  applications.  Application  A36044(21)  is  the  only  one 
presently  under  consideration  by  the  Utah  State  Engineer. 


Response  103-4 

AUer^t^^^fXre'rtin^efLrEir    $UU   B*«'    ™"™   ^ 


Response  103-5 

Refer  to  Response  74-1  for  a  discussion  of  this  concern. 


10 

o 
o 


.•le   ?i-.al   S.I. 3   :  ho  ;1!   vrtdroco     Ut.nh   3M.C   Law  H."  .    1  '(> 
ar.c    ,3_2-n-1'j79«   It  s.t-itc   tV>t  the  :;t-.t-  iir/:t'.:''.;r  r.l.nll  nvrclu-xte 
aJ,i    -.,,.<>   -u>:;c    ;hc   BiivuiVwe*   to   the   state   of  lit?.'-   and   it   n 
eit«r-r.s  of  cz  ortin.:    :aU-rt  i'he  iinnl  jJ.l.a.   uhouU   i«-cluic 
thj     0:.ltl<W.   of   the   :;t.-te,    ar.<3   lint    (.he   benefits   for  all   Jtal  nr.   =  . 

"fc«    -;ater   in    the   ;.->.vn.!0   3   >v "ntoi  e    i.r    rtrovidin-     ur.eroas 
s,vr,  "»i*h  ar-rl'*  Ititral  -r.d  rto-oraic  ver.ti-r.   i!n  nil  City   ta-s 

,  .^i,...  rr.j  '5   velir   in   ',i:c  I'.v.'".?-"   S-r.d-tot.-3.    Alto::   ?.ra 
,...,,,;, Y«  ^so   r«*t   f'-ir  -..-.t-.r  fr;>~i   this   nr  a.    .."en  you  eonninor 
V-nt'tfa  L~*'o--   of  t'-c   '.'ir.-'ii:  hivar  co<  Id  be   effect  »1   in  the 
Ion-  v'r=,3ieni:a.-,   frdcrville  ana  Lor.-  ?sllf«  ■-•ill  rave   to 
sV-dica  -n    -ell.    ::-=   i'ii'M  l»I--   -ould  '--"resc    '-his  i.;-C".'nt 
ircue  ar.d  vUl  k-.ve    to  CO!  si:'.';-  this  ere?,  ex  wtorshew .Vital   »o 
'.rr a  rcdidcntr. 


'[< 


th.ire   an  a."re«r 
■'T-'xic   v;aV..r? 


it   shCIi  Utah   Ir.U-rnatior.al  "ill   :  to; 


•at  effect   will  A-'.'  have   on   tiurion,:.hould  he   n'.Wrccncd 
i-    V~p    'ir£l  2.1.3.    ImirtS:    I.oe -0   our  ■.c.to.y   roviis-   in 
'ouf-rn  lit-1..   V:--.-el  and    Courier,  ir   Utah'r.   :'•  A    'ar.-est   i-'rtrntrv 
p.  d  3rd  r.atior.Ti.;c.   u  ch  y.-ar  r.on-r^i  <entn   trr.v  lers  y'e:.d 
3  !>0  -illion  e:.-=yirg  -.tab,   ft  .3   -c  rt-si-i'-nta  rao-l  anots.r-r    .1-       -1-11 
j;  tw^  etate.    That    -r.-r-.tcE    •;.:•.:     JC<?3  an'.    >2  r.illior.  nranally 
in  ?.\X  i_. '.'..:. LS    *o      Utah,    re&ing  us    ll'th  anon.;   the   states   r.ost 
_ie '.er.lent    on    tourisn. 

It     ;ou.l'i    r.:c:i    to   be   a   aaor  rv.   ajment   decision,    './hen    ■  riv.ate 
comr.r.y's   car.  u:.e   r.ublic   lands  and    iublic   resources   for 
ac-rso.'-al  £air.a. 

The   Fial  _.1.3.    should   adlress   that    the   Clark   County 
.j.,,;„j   V-sfT'tcr  ?r  .-tr-.ent    ">larit  does  not  nect    the   specif icd^ 
in     -^-'o-:a-ce"reeuir^no:-.ts.  A  lawsuit  has  beer,  filed  on  ::ay  7,    19°0 
by   rranh   BriLcoe   Co:--ar.y  before  U.S.    District  Judf.e   Harry  Claiborne 
aller;ine  inadequate   encineerir.,3.  _^ 

■     Is   this   aroicct   in   the   miblic's   best   interest?   It  (fill  be  more 
ccstly  to   area  residents  hec-ure   the   -ajority  are   on   fi   ed 
incomes,   '..e   believe   that   the   iscues  at   stake   should   be   clearly 
identified. 

IU7LATI0::,   high   interest  rates  and  building  costs   of  a  new 
system  can  double  or  triple  the  final  cost  of  A.JV. 


Response  103-6 

Utah  State  H.B.  106,  Sec.  73-2-8  of  the  Utah  Code  states  that  the  Utah 
"State  Engineer  is  here  authorised  and  empowered  to  receive  and  grant  appli- 
cations to  appropriate  water  from  any  source  in  Utah."  The  timing  of  the 
State   Engineer's   assessment  of   benefits    is  beyond  the  responsibility  of  BLH. 

Response  103-7 

Refer  to  the  Ground  Water  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  section  under  Alterna- 
tive 1  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of  results  of  several 
recent  studies  and  pumping  simulations   in  the  Alton  area. 

Response  103-8 

Water  rights  can  be  granted  by  the  Utah  State  Engineer  for  a  fixed  time 
period.  Only  one  of  the  present  UII  applications  (Application  Number  55089 
for  well   drilling)   is  for  a  fixed  time  frame. 

Response  103-9 

The  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  sections  of  Chapter  4  are  revised  in  the 
final  EIS  to  reflect  your  comment  on  the  energy  system's  potential  impact  on 
tourism  in  Utah. 

Response  103-10 

A  lawsuit  was  filed  alleging  that  specified  performance  requirements  of 
the  AWT  plant  were  not  established  in  accordance  with  Section  303  of  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  as  amended  in  1972.  A  consent  agreement 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants  has  been  reached  that  sets  the 
interim  specified  performance  requirements  at  a  level  that  would  not  affect 
the  AWV  project. 

Response  103-11 

While  the  available  statistics  do  not  indicate  that  eost  area  residents 
are  on  fixed  incomes,  rapid  expansion  in  the  area  would  be  likely  to  generate 
inflationary  pressures  which  would  be  detrimental  to  those  who  are.  The 
other  concerns  are  contaied  in  the  Socioeconomics  section  under  Alternative  1 
in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 


-2- 


"he  utilities  would  lead  us  to  believe  that  the  AW 
v;ill  solve  all  our  pro'alesaj.  Hut,  in  reality  it  will  cor-.aour.d 
our  -roble-.3  that  are  novi  occurir.^.  The  project  v.-ill  create  a 
booa  tovm  effect  ,  then  leave  us  with  a  town  to  try  to  rebuild 


n 


The   Social   he   n-aic    effects   have   bc-n   (-loosed    over   in.   the 
Draft  2.1.3.    -he   i'ir.al  L.I. 3,    should   address   t!ie    •jroblens   that 
"..aa..ir.  "-Gr.    C:  uaty    -choola   ■••.re    havii:,':  with   ovarcroadir.a;.    All 
Lho   lo?al   -oil  cc    fcrc  a   -re   very   saall.ih      scaer   systea.  in 
aurricaae,    rr.d    -oct   of   the   e   surrour.ctir:™  criall  to\ms   are   bein£ 
•.uch.u    -act    their   li.-j.ts. 

'..'e  bc-3i'  ve   that   Southern  Ut"h   residents   can   r>"«t    it   energy 
needs  at    .he   lcv:-..t    Msrsible   overall   coat   to   the   electric '  consuner 
by    -..rtici'  at:  r.  "   -..'ltli   Ut'h    'C:;ar   aaa    hiht. 


'..'hat    is    the    cost 
J3  I  Utah   lever  ead   Itjjit 

I  siaaly'n^  ■o..'fr? 


cz   caa.-^arision  b:  t.-oen  the  cost  of  lower  from 
u allying  t'-e  ic./or  ar.d  the  cost  of  A'./V 


O 


'..'ill   th.e   A..TT  tahe   our  deen;e:ice   off   ia.-orteri   Oil?   The   oil 
that   A'.V  '..■.11-   be    ''-alaci:  ~  is   the   I  -avy   tiiich  oil   that    i.3 
]4      ar-r.uced   vithin   the  U.a.    specifically   for  use   in   ->o"or    ->l-nts. 
'.he   ir.'orted   oil   is   li.^ht   thin  oil    Uaa.t    is   used   for   other 
aur  'C  ca  . 

I   request   that  .t:y  letter  be   included   i.a   the   final 
envirci^-ciital   state. ent  and   decision  raking  process   for  AuV. 


Response   103-12 

These  concerns  are  addressed  in  the  Southern  Utah  and  Southern  Nevada 
Regions  section  of  Chapter  3,  the  Socioeconomics  section  under  Alternative  1 
in  Chapter  4,   and  Appendixes  11  and  17  in  the  final    EIS. 

Response  103-13 

Project  proponents  have  contended  that  the  cost  per  kWh  to  the  consumer 
would  be  less  with  the  AWV  project  than  if  power  would  be  purchased  from 
UP&L.  However,  such  conclusions  are  necessarily  speculative  because  no  such 
arrangements  have  been  negotiated.  The  Public  Utilities  Commission  would 
have  to  rule  on  this  matter,  and  construction  and  fuel  supply  costs  would 
have  to  be  recalculated  in  light  of  rising  interest  rates,  etc. 

Response  103-14 

Your  comment  is  discussed  In  the  revised  Purpose  and  Need  section  of 
Chapter  1  in  the  final  EIS. 
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XM  THE  OFFICE  CF    THE   STATE   EMQIBSER   CP    THE  STATE  07   UTAH 


Id    tha   Matter   of   Applications 
j60l4lt    to    36050  by   Utah   Conatruotlon  * 
and    Mining   Company    to    appropriate 
water  • 


FHOTESt 


33 


o 

to 


3TATE  OF      UTAH  ) 

Count/  of    Kane  ) 

W.    UJiAR   JCEJSOH,  be  In,;  first   ()'j17   tuorn  and   a*   a    protaat 
to    toe   abore    numbered    appli jotlons ,    deposes    and    aaya: 

1.  That    proteatant    la    a   raaldent    of    Kanao t    Utah   and    holda 
a   ralld   and    subsisting   Application   Ho.    }c}hb   for   an    Irrigation   wall 

In  Section   26,    Town  ship   l|2    South,    Aange    5  Wast,    S,    L.    M. 

2.  That    tho   w-jll   contemplated    In  application    j23U6   of 
tha    proteatant    haa   boon   drilled   and   water    la   being   used    therefrom   to 
Irrigation  f    arming    land   of    proteatant    in  SootioiB  26   and    }5»    Township 
t|2  South,    aange   5   ■'•■t   and    Seotion   2,    Township   U  1    South,    Range    $  Vest, 
S.    L.    B.    at   M.    and    said    Irrigation      Is   now    the    sourcs    and   aupply   of 
Irrigation  water  for  the   farm. 

3.  That    the    tpplloationa    of    the    applicant   contemplate 
the    appropriation  of   a    great   quantity   of   water   at    locations    adjoining 
tha    well   and    fares  of    proteatant   and   also    up    the    canyon    to    tha   north, 
thus    intercepting    the    flow    into    the    aarae    underground    basin   which    Is 
tha    source   of    uacur    lor    proteotant*a    well;     '.tint    the    great    quantity 

of   water   sought   ey    tha    applicant    will    uuverly   deplete    or    :ompL©tol7 
appropriate    the    underground    basin   and    thua    either   dry   up    or    greatly 
diminish   tha    rioa   of    prKtaatant'e    -all   and    th.ua    adToraiey    mffeot   rlor 
existing  rlgnta. 

rfHEB£FOflE    /rotestant    praya    that    the    uppll;-tiona    st    the 
applicant   be    rejected,    out    If  approved,    adequate    safagarda   be    Inposed 
t-j    protect    '.<roteetant*s    prior   rights.  f%    Q 

Subscribed  and    sworn  to    this      V5    day   of    August,    19 6^. 

-  j&n^^A-  m<> 


My   -iomn.    Sap. 


WoUry  PublioO 
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KANE      COUNTY           .           jp 

HOME    Of     LAKE     POWEll            JS"^"*^ 

OFFICE         OF 


Kane  County  Commission 


KANAB,       UTAH       84741 


August  18,   1980 


o 
-p- 


MR.  JCRGAX  JENSEN 

DISTRICT  .VAVACTR 

ECRFAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

P.   0.    Box  724 

1579  North  .Vain  Street 

Cedar  City,  Utah 


Dear     Mr .   Jensen : 


Enclosed  please  find  the  comments  of  the  Board  of  Ccnmissioners  of  Kane 
County  relative  to  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  Environmental 
Icpact  Statement,  Draft. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review,   research  and  respond  to  the 
alternatives  that  you  have  prepared  for  consideration. 

Sincerely  yours, 

KANE  COUNTY  COMMISSION 


Bob  Russell, 

Chairman 


ALLEN-WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM 

DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


RESPONSE 
BY 

KANE      COUNTY 
BOARD      OF       COUNTY       COMMISSIONERS 

Kanab,  Utah 


August  22,    1980 


BUREAU   OF   LAND   MANAGEMENT 
F.NVIRONMFNTAL   IMPACT   PTATEMFNT    DRAFT 


ALLFN-V.-AITTR  VALLEY  FiiFRCY  CTPTO! 

kake  county  ca?.as?ioN  retctse: 


iNTOEucnwi: 
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After  a  careful  scrutiny  of  the  data  contained  In  the  Draft  Statement, 
prepared  and  presented  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  the  Kane  County 
Connisslon  still  has  several  questions  regarding  various  aspects  of  the  project. 
We  sh-ill  present  these.   V.'e  shall  raise  soiie  objections  to  part  of  thu  format 
as  used  by  the  Eureau.   Finally,  we  will  offer  our  alternative  choice  with 
soce  modification  to  the  proposal  written  into  the  draft  statement. 

This  is  the  first  of  the  many  Environmental  Impact  or  Assessment 
Reports  or  Statements  that  have  been  required  by  the  federal  land  policy 
agencies  since  February  of  this  year  chat  we  have  had  sufficient  time  to 
review  the  entire  draft,  research  it  and  respond  without  the  push  of  other 
statements  coning  due  at  or  about  the  same  time.  We  appreciate  the  con- 
sideration afforded  to  us  to  have  adequate  time  to  reflect  on  the  report 
and  Its  consequences. 


I, 


UHANSWERED  QUESTIONS: 


The  Kane  County  Eoard  of  Commissioners,  regardless  of  most  of  the 
alternatives  offered  would  need  additional  information  relative  to  the 
socio-economic  impacts  of  the  Warner  Valley  Project. 

A.  The  tax  base  situation  should  be  reviewed.   According  to  the 
statement,  the  annual  tax  reveneues  from  the  Kane  County  components  of  the 
project  would  be  S2 ,014, 600. 

How  was  this  figure  arrived  at?  What  is  the  real  property 

that  is  being  taxed?  What  is  the  time  frame  on  the  taxing 

of  this  property?. . .will  the  taxing  be  for  the  life  of  the 

project  or  just  during  construction? 

Does  this  figure  constitute  the  entire  tax  for  the  county — 
that  is,  the  county,  school  district  and  communities  as  well? 

B.  There  are  questions  relative  to  the  Federal  royalties.   The  report 
Indicated  that  5790,000  would  be  coming  to  the  county  depending  upon  the 
coal  tonnage  recovered  each  year. 

What  Impacts  would  these  federal  royalties  to  the  county 
have  on  Payments-In-lleu-of-taxes?  Would  these  funds  come 
to  the  county  or  to  the  State  of  Utah  for  Community  Impact 
Fi-n<Ia7 


Kane  County  Commission,  Kanab,  Utah 

Response  104-1 

This  figure  is  based  upon  the  estimated  total  value  of  the  real  property 
of  the  project  components  within  the  county  (i.e.,  mine,  coal  preparation 
plant,  slurryline,  etc.).  As  with  all  other  property  taxes,  it  is  presumed 
that  the  taxing  would  commence  at  the  time  of  valuation  and  continue  through 
the  life  of  the  project.  Since  the  project  is  predominantly  situated  in 
unincorporated  portions  of  the  county,  it  is  assumed  that  the  tax  would  apply 
the  same  as  all  such  "unincorporated"  properties  in  the  county. 

Response  104-2 

Payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  to  the  county  depend,  primarily,  on  the  acres 
of  Federal  ownership  within  the  county,  which  would  not  change  because  the 
mine  area  represents  a  lease,  not  a  transfer  of  ownership.  Therefore,  coal 
royalties  would  not  affect  "in-lieu"  monies.  Royalties  are  portioned  out  to 
various  funds.  The  $790,000  cited  in  the  text  represents  a  little  over  50 
percent  of  the  entire  royalty  per  year  and  is  dedicated  to  the  reclamation 
fund  which  would  come  back  to  the  county.  In  addition,  sooe  $52,000  per  year 
in  royalties  would  go  directly  toward  the  county  highways. 


AIX£N-'.V \RNTR  VALLEY  FIS 

KANE  COUNTY  CCtellSSICN  RESPONSE 

Page  two. 


C.   The  population   increase  inherent   in   this   type  of   project  could  be 
catastrophic  unless   there  was  a  reasonable  length  of    time   for  planning  and 
development;    proper   funding  for   the  planning;   and    front-end   funds   for  proper 
and  adequate  development.      With  reference   to  population,   we  have  yet   to 
receive  a   firm  figure. 
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What  is  the  time  line  on  development  and  maintenance  of  the 
project?  What  is  the  time  reference  factor  for  development? 
What  is  the  overlap  in  population  between  construction  and 
maintenance  and  coal  retrieval? 

Where  will  the  people  be  living?  What  are  the  demographic 
profiles  for  the  construction  workers,  the  maintenance  teams 
and  the  coal  miners? 

According  to  some  figures  that  we  have  seen,  the  new  sewer 
system  tliat  is  being  installed  in  Long  Valley  will  be 
inadequate  to  handle  the  influx  of  construction,  maintenance 
and  fining  crews  and  their  families.   Is  this  an  accurate 
assessment?   Will  we  have  to  work  to  develop  additional 
sewage  facilities? 

How  will  the  water  be  developed  for  this  influx  of  new 
people?   Will  any  portions  of  the  developed  water  from 
Utah  International  be  diverted  for  the  benefit  of  the 
connunit  ies? 

Will  Washington  County  accede  to  a  Inter-County  Special 
Service  District  to  allow  part  of  the  tax-base  coming  from 
the  Warner  Valley  Power  Plant  to  be  used  to  offset  the 
continuing  cost  factors  of  other  socio-economic  Impacts 
generated  by  the  total  project — police,  health,  education 
and  other  people-needs? 

Will  Utah  International  and  the  power  companies  agree  to 
the  prepayment  of  sales  tax  to  provide  for  the  front-end 
needs  generated  by  the  project? 


D,  The  Office  of  Surface  Mining,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  others 
have  indicated  that  deep  hydrology  studies  shall  not  be  undertaken.   Will  these 
tests  be  made? 

If  these  test3  are  made,  who  will  make  them  and  will  they 
be  monitored  by  independent  entities  to  guarantee  a  true 
picture  of  the  underground  water  situation?   Without  these 
tests,  hov  Is  It  possible  for  Kane  County  to  assess  the 
-  water  situation  for  our  people? 

Why  is  there  a  greater  push  for  the  slurry  line  than  for 
a  cooperative  type  of  agreement  with  other  industries  that 
could  use  a  rail  transport  system? 

What  will  the  cone  of  depression  be  with  pumping? 


Response  104-3 

A  specific  time  schedule  relating  to  the  AWV  project  has  not  been  devel- 
oped at  this  time.  Preliminary  estimates  indicate  that  the  first  generator 
at  the  Warner  Valley  powerplant  would  be  operational  by  mid-1986,  while  the 
fourth  (final)  generator  at  the  Harry  Allen  powerplant  would  not  be  opera- 
tional before  1989. 

Response  104-4 

Project  proponents  anticipate  minimal  overlap  between  construction  and 
operational  work  forces  (i.e.,  less  than  1  year).  It  is  anticipated  that 
construction  work  forces  would  reach  a  peak  of  approximately  350  to  400 
workers  in  the  Kanab-Alton  area  for  a  period  of  less  than  2  years  and  would 
then  be  reduced  to  around  50  workers  for  the  pipeline  on  an  operational 
basis.  The  proponents  project  that  for  the  strip  mine  phase,  total  work 
force  would  stabilize  at  around  650  to  700  workers  within  10  years  of  the 
beginning  of  the  project.  (Source:  NPC  AWV  Energy  System,  System  Overview, 
Vol.  1,  1975.   p.  57-5.) 


Response  104-5 

For  distributions  of  projected  population  increases, 
table  1  of  Appendix  17  in  the  final  EIS. 


see  the  revised 


Response  104-6 

Complete  mine  plans  have  not  been  submitted  by  UII;  therefore,  it  is  not 
possible  to  generate  accurate  demographic  profiles.  In  such  instances,  NEPA 
provides  for  the  application  of  worst  case  analysis,  which  would  assume  that 
construction  crews  would  be  non- homogenous  with  local  populations.  It  is 
assumed,  however,  that  over  the  long  term,  operation  and  maintenance  person- 
nel would  become  assimilated  into  the  communities  in  which  they  choose  to 
reside  and  that  conflicts  would  be  alleviated. 

Response  104-7 

The  Long  Valley  sewage  system  would  be  inadequate  to  accommodate  the 
full  anticipated  influx  of  population  into  the  county.  As  such,  additional 
facilities  would  have  to  be  developed.  Please  refer  to  Appendix  17  and  the 
Services  section,  Socioeconomics,  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  for  detailed 
figures  and  discussions. 

Response  104-8 

There  are  no  known  specific  proposals  for  the  development  of  additional 
culinary  water  sources  for  Kane  County.  UII  has  not  indicated  any  plans  to 
divert  water  from  the  8ald  Knoll  well  field  for  community  uses. 

Response  104-9 

To  date  the  Washington  County  officials  have  indicated  no  desire  to 
enter  into  such  an  arrangement  with  Kane  County. 

Response  104-10 

No  such  arrangements  have  been  formalized  to  date. 

Response  104-11 

See  Ground  Water  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  and  Role  of  the  Utah  State 
Engineer  sections  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS.  These 
sections  discuss  UII's  present  aquifer  testing  program  and  monitoring  by  the 
Utah  State  water  engineer.  Additional  information  is  availble  upon  request 
through  the  Utah  State  water  area  engineer  in  Cedar  City. 

Response  104-12 

The  use  of  a  slurry  pipeline  to  transport  coal  from  the  Alton  coal  lease 
area  was  prepared  by  the  applicants,  and  is  included  in  Alternatives  1  and  2. 
Also  refer  to  the  Summary  of  the  final  EIS  and  Response  12-5. 

Response  104-13 

Your  comment  is  addressed  in  the  Ground  Water  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry 
section,  Water  Resources  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 
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Page  three. 


FORMAT  DEJECT  I  ONS: 


At  one  point  in  time,  the  Karfe  County  Commission  seriously  questioned 
the  cost  factor  inherent  in  these  reports.   We  applauded  when  we  heard  [hat 
there  '.as  to  be  a  restriction  as  to  size  on  the  Environoental  Impact  Statements 
and  the  Environmental  Assessment  Reports.   However,  we  have  consistently 
noticed  since  the  first  of  the  innundation  of  these  reports  in  Februarv  that 
the  federal  land  policy  agencies  have  reduced  the  size  but  not  the  cost  of 
these  reports. 

We  question  the  necessity  and  efficacy  of  inclusion  throughout  all 
of  these  reports  of  colored  photographs — actual  and  simulated.   We  respectfully 
submit  that  the  point  to  be  made  could  be  made  equally  well  bv  a  series  of 
black  and  white  photographs  with  commentary.   We  feel  that  this  use  of 
colored  photographs  on  the  level  that  they  liave  been  used  in  the  various  and 
sundry  reports  released  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  other  federal  land 
policy  agencies  is  a  total  waste  of  taxpayers'  money  and  should  be  avoided  in 
the  future. 


Response  104-14 

Color  photographs  were  used  in  an  attempt  to  clearly  represent  the 
panorama  that  would  be  viewed  by  an  individual.  Commentary  associated  with 
these  photographs  could  tend  to  prejudice  the  information  conveyed  by  the 
photographs. 

Response  104-15 

CEQ  regulations  require  that  all  alternatives  receive  equal  consid- 
eration, and  because  various  project  components  are  contained  in  several 
alternatives,  impacts  resulting  from  these  components  are  discussed  more  than 
once.  There  are,  however,  numerous  instances  in  Chapter  4  where  similar 
impacts  occurring  under  one  alternative  are  referenced  in  another  alternative. 

Response  104-16 

Acronyms  are  used  for  brevity.  The  phrases  or  names  that  they  represent 
are  spelled  out  each  time  they  are  used  in  a  new  chapter.  The  acronyms  used 
are  listed  and  spelled  out  as  a  reader's  aid  in  the  List  of  Abbreviations 
section  of  the  EIS. 
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We  resist  the  level  of  redundancy  that  has  been  used  by  the  compilers 
of  this  report.   The  statements  of  the  National  Park  Service  are  dutifully 
repeated  throughout  the  report;  however,  the  socio-economic   impacts  for 
Kane  County  are  alluded  to  by  reference  to  the  first  alternative.   We  submit 
nost  respectfully  that  redundancy  is  superfluous  and  redundant.    Wherein 
generalized  or  even  specific  statements  that  have  application  throughout  the 
report  are  given  in  the  first  part  of  any  of  these  assessments  or  impact 
statements  all  subsequent  references  in  each  report  to  this  particular  set 
of  circumstances  could  be  given  to  the  earlier  page  or  pages  in  the  specific 
report . 
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The  multitudinous  acronyms  that  are  the  common  stock  in  trade  of  the 
federal  land  policy  agencies  are  maddening.   The  bulk  of  these  acronyms  are 
obfuscation  raised  to  a  fine  art.   SU,  CU,  SW  make  reference  to  areas  in  Utah 
and  Wyoming.   The  arbitrary  use  of  these  symbols  throughout  the  report  and 
the  interchange  with  the  written  word  serveB  to  confuse  and  obscure  the 
intent  and  meaning  of  the  report. 

Ill,  COHTFffr  objections: 


[The   Kane   County   Commissioners      wish   to  have    the   record    showing    that 
prior    to   project   initiation   that   Utah   International    Inc.    must    prepare   a   mining 
plan  and    receive   mining   plan   approval    from   t  'e   Kane  County   Commission   as   well   as 
OSM   and    U.S.    Geological   Survey.      We   have   not   seen    the   mining   plan    that   was    to   have 
been  completed   by  July    1980. 


Response  104-17 

The  desert  tortoise  was  officially  listed  as  threatened  in  Utah  by  the 
USFWS  on  September  19,  1980  (Federal  Register,  Volume  45,  Number  163,  August 
20,  1980).  Questions  concerning  this  action  may  be  addressed  to  Director 
(0ES),  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

In  1978,  the  USFWS  published  a  proposal  in  the  Federal  Register  (Volume 
43,  Number  164,  August  23,  1978)  to  determine  the  status  of  the  Virgin  River 
roundtail  chub  and  to  identify  critical  habitat  for  the  species.  Its  status 
is  still  under  investigation.  The  Virgin  River  roundtail  chub  is  listed  as 
declining  by  UDWR  in  Status  of  Selected  Animal  and  Plant  Species  in  Utah 
(Salt  Lake  City,  1979).  ~ 

Response  104-18 

The  latest  date  that  the  applicant  (UII)  has  stated  for  suboitting  a 
mining  plan  is  1981  (see  Response  89-9). 


AnrN-v.'Arr.TR  vaoct  eis 
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*  From  our  researches  we  question  the  visual  range  reduction  assumption 
of  the  Environoental  Defense  Fund,  et  al.  in  statins  that  there  would  be  a 
642  reduction  in  visibility  (cf.  4-9).   Further,  the  subjection  judgment  of 
the  National  Park  Service  of  a  lf>7.    reduction  is  also  question.   The  previous 
calculations  of  2.3^  seem  relatively  low  but  clo.scr  to  the  truth  than  the 

tvo  previously  mentioned  assumptions .   Unfortunately,  all  of  this  material 
Is  predicated  on  assumptions  and  computer  modelings  which,  of  course,  can 
be  twisted  to  mean  whatever  the  interpreter  wants  it  to  mean. 

To  assess  the  likelihood  of  visibility  impairment  it  would  behoove 
the  parties  Involved  to  ascertain  the  magnitude  of  impairment  at  open-pit 
strip  nines  and  power  plants.   This  can  be  easily  done.   For  this  reason, 
we  see  no  problem  with  the  visibility  standards  for  the  proposed  atrip  mine, 
popular  Ion  Increase  and  power  plants. 

*  The  Increased  pollution  InvelB  of  particulate  matters  associated  with 
the  gro-.th  in  population  is  ludicrous.   The  point  of  raising  such  a  question 
Is  to  our  mind  unnecessary.   V.'e  have  repeatedly  seen  this  objection  raised  by 
the  National  Park  Service  especially  when  no  other  legitimate  objections  seem 
to  hold  any  validity.   If  the  people  are  moving  into  the  area,  and  If  they  are 
by  their  very  natures  pollution-generators,  then,  they  must  be  moving  from  some 
other  point  where  they  have  been  pollution-generators.   Thus,  it  would  appear 
that  the  Alton  Coal  Project  is  helping  to  clean  up  America  by  dispersing  the 
population  more  evenly  across  the  landscape  of  America.   Salt  Lake  might  have 
fewer  fasciites  because  of  Alton  and  therefore,  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  would  be  less  severe  with  Mayor  Ted  Wilson  for  the  pollution  generated 
in  the  Salt  Lake  Valley.   To  our  mind,  the  entire  line  of  ratiocination  is 
spurious,  ludicrous  and  unnecessary.   We  have  repeatedly  railed  against  such 
argumentation,  but  apparently  such  railings  are  futile,  because  we  continue 

to  read  the  same  arguments  throughout  these  reports. 

*  The  conjecture  relative  to  the  removing  and  replacing  of  the  over- 
burden during  surface  mining  and  such  activities  contaminating  ground  water 
should  be  addressed  and  a  meaningful  response  secured.   We  submit  that  the 
technology  should  be  sufficiently  advanced  to  eliminate  the  problem  of  the 
total  dissolved  solids  concentrations  Increasing  two  or  more  times.   The 
nitrate  in  the  overburden  should  be  retrieved  for  use  elsewhere  rather  than 
being  reintroduced  Into  reclaimed  lands.     Further,  testing  should  be  done 
prior  to  strip-r.lning  to  determine  the  iitpacts  on  the  springs  in  the  Alton 
area  and  the  impacts  to  those  who  have  rights  to  those  springs. 

*  Erosion  and  sediment  yield  to  streams  can  and  should  be  controlled 
during  the  strip-mining.   The  impacts  of  surface  mining  can  be  alleviated 
with  proper  control.   The  Kane  County  Commissioners  would  want  to  see  the 
mining  plan,  to  have  it  checked  by  competent  staff  and  make  recommendation 
with  reference  to  the  plan.   We  do  not  believe  that  it  is  proper  for  us  to 
be  by-passed  by  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 

__nent  In  this  activity  that  will  be  highly  Impactual  to  Kane  County. 


Response  104-19 

The  estimate  of  visibility  reduction  made  by  the  Environmental  Defense 
Fund  (EDF)  appears  to  be  high,'  although  the  details  of  the  study  have  not 
been  made  available  to  BLM  to  assess  the  assumptions  and  modeling  techniques 
used.  The  models  used  in  the  other  studies  were  greatly  simplified  and 
assumed  worst-case  conditions. 

More  sophisticated  studies  have  been  performed  for  UII  and  an  inter- 
agency task  force  representing  OSM,  BLM,  NPS,  and  EPA.  The  interagency  study 
found  that  visibility  reduction  would  still  be  noticeable  from  Bryce  Canyon 
National  Park  looking  through  the  plume,  although  the  visual  range  reduction 
would  not  be  as  severe  as  determined  by  EDF.  See  the  Air  Quality  section 
under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 

A  visibility  impact  analysis  was  also  performed  for  the  NPS  for  poten- 
tial impacts  from  the  Warner  Valley  powerplant  on  Zion  National  Park.  Radian 
studied  potential  impacts  of  the  Harry  Allen  powerplant  on  visibility  of  the 
Paiute  Primitive  Area  and  the  Valley  of  Fire  State  Park  (see  Chapter  4,  Air 
Quality). 

Response  104-20 

Increased  pollution  levels  would  result  from  local  population  growth. 
However,  the  effect  is  very  difficult  to  quantify  and  would  probably  be 
significantly  smaller  than  impacts  from  the  proposed  industrial  facilities. 
Pollution  would  not  necessarily  decrease  at  other  locations  since  people 
would  come  from  many  different  geographic  areas.  Furthermore,  the  Clean  Air 
Act  requires  analysis  of  pollution  increases  from  population  growth. 

Response  104-21 

Recent  studies  (OSM,  1980;  Goode,  1980;  etc.)  have  addressed  the  nitrate, 
erosion,  and  overburden  problems  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS.  The  revised 
Mining  in  the  Alton  Coal  Lease  Area  section  under  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4 
of  the  final  EIS  also  indicates  the  required  mitigation  Reasures.  The  lack 
of  a  specific  mine  plan  does,  however,  complicate  our  analysis.  All  informa- 
tion utilized  by  BLM  or  OSM  In  the  analysis  is  available  upon  request. 
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Throughout  this  report  the  words  of  "fact"  are  couched  in  terms  of 
supposition  and  conjecture.-  "The  salinity  of  ground  water  intercepted  by 
surface  mining  cculd  be   twice  the  salinity  of  the  nearest  drainage."   In 
equal  measure  it  MIGHT  not  be  twice;  in  point  of  fact,  it  could  well  be 
half  of  the  salinity  of  the  nearest  drainage.   The  difficulty  with  this 
suppositional  language  is  that  it  is  in  cost  instances  followed  by  a 
_  statement  of  fact  predicated  on  the  conjecture.- 


With  reference  to  the  impacts  of  pumping  ground  water  for  the  coal 
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State   Engineer  or    the  personnel   from  Utah   International,    Inc. 
this  volume  of  water  available,    then   the  slurry  system  would  use   less    than 
50*  o.    the   total   volu-„,  of  water.      Utah   International,    Inc.,   on   the  other 
hand,    insists   that   tneir  water  utilization   factor   for    the  coal   slurry  will 
J_be  between  27.  and    57.  or  less  of   the   total  water  volume. 

What   is   the  accuracy  level  of  Huisti's  computer  model?      Further 
what    irpacts  will  be  generated    to   the  water   users   in   the  area  of  draw-down? 
v.nat  vacer  users,    if  any,   would   suffer  within   the   2-mile  radius  at   several 
hun-rcd-feet  draw-down;   within  5  miles  with   30  feet  draw-down;   within  10 
miles  with  a  one   foot   draw-down?     We  realize,    of  course,    that  all  of   this   is 
predicated    on  a   computer   model   and    is   not   necessarily    factual;    however      for 
the   purposes   of    this   report   we   should   be  apprised   of    Impacts   conjectured 
trom   the  tnodell'ng. 

We  have   serious  reservations  regarding   the  Cordova  Report.      It    is 
our  understanding   that   this   report   has  never   been  completed,    has   not  been 
prepared    for   publication  and   has  not   been  published.      This  report   is  merely 
unsubstantiated  materials   that   have  yet    to  be  compiled    into  a    totally 
complete   production.      Further,    it  has  been  brought   to  our  attention   that 
..r.   Cordova  is  no  longer   in   the  country.      He  cannot   substantiate    the  data 
and   statistics  attributed   to  his   report.      We  question   the  authenticity  of 
the  report.      We  question   the   Bureau  of   Land  Management's  use  of   this  report. 
_ke  consider  a    typescript  as   suspect,    if  not   spurious. 

'»  We  concur  with  the  National  Park  Service  with  reference  to  concern 

a„out    the  revegetation  of   the   strip-mined  areas.      We  do  not    favor   non-native 
vegetative    types.      However,    we   consider   Pinyon,    Juniper,    Big    Sage   and   other 
non-utilitarian   vegetative    types   as    inappropriate,    unacceptable   and   a   waste 
ot    tine  and  money.     Any  revegetative  programs   should   be  predicated   on    the 
highest  and   best   uses  of   the   land.      We  submit    that   only  plants  native   to   the 
area    tr.it   can  and   will   be   utilized   by  wildlife   and    cattle    should   be   placed 
on    tne   reclaimed    lands.      Further,    we    feel    that    anything   of   a   degraded    type 
_such  as  P-J  should  be  avoided. 
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The  vegetative  species  that  might  be  impacted  are  minimal.   We  fail 
to  understand  the  concern  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  with  reference  to 
his  situation.   We  respectfully  submit  that  some  plants  might  be  displaced; 


Response  104-22 

When  available  data  allows.  Impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  action 
and  the  various  alternatives  are  directly  quantified.  However,  if  the  data 
is  incomplete  or  unavailable,  CEQ  regulations  require  a  worst-case  analysis 
to  be  performed.  The  impacts  identified  in  a  worst  case  are  modified  by 
indicating  that  impacts  could  be  at  this  level. 

Response  104-23 

This  figure  is  based  on  utilizing  assumed  aquifer  values  from  existing 
studies  and  taking  an  arbitrary  section  of  aquifer  (i.e.,  3-mile  radius).  By 
utilizing  other  aquifer  sections,  the  percentage  of  water  removed  to  the 
total  water  available  could  be  higher  or  lower.  Insufficient  information  is 
presently  available  to  indicate  how  much  of  the  aquifer  will  actually  be 
affected. 

Response  104-24 

Accuracy  of  any  model  can  only  be  determined  by  comparing  the  simulated 
results  with  actual  facts.   Since  the  latter  are  presently  under  investiga- 
tion, the  accuracy  of  the  model  cannot  yet  be  stated.   Impacts  are  discussed 
in  the  revised  Ground  Water  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  sections,  Water  Resources, 
in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 

Response  104-25 

The  AWV  draft  EIS  was  published  prior  to  the  release  of  the  Cordova 
(1980)  report.  Ground  Water  Reports  by  Goode  (1980),  0SM  (1980),  and  Hydro- 
data  (1980)  along  with  the  Cordova  (1980)  report  are  summarized  and  discussed 
in  the  Water  Resources  section  under  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final 
EIS. 

Response  104-26 

Of  primary  concern  during  reclamation  procedures  would  be  the  stabiliza- 
tion of  disturbed  soils.  In  most  instances,  native  plants  could  be  utilized 
by  wildlife  and  livestock.  The  types  of  plants  to  be  used  in  revegetation 
programs  will  be  determined  following  revegetation  studies  in  the  area. 

Response  104-27 

The  Siler  pincushion  cactus  is  listed  as  endangered  by  the  USFVS.  BLH 
is  mandated  under  Section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  to  confer 
with  the  USFWS  concerning  any  action  which  nay  impact  any  Federally  listed 
species. 
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however,  displacement  does  not  mean  adverse  perpetual  Impact.   The  coal 
slurry  line  most  assuredly  shall  cross  areas  where  the  slier  pincushion  cactus 
is  grjving.   That  does  not  mean  that  the  cacti  cannot  be  successfully  trans- 
planted and  thrive  in  the  new  location.   To  presume  displacement  means 
disposal  is  an  improper  reading  of  reclamation  and  land  utilization. 
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*  The  comments  relative    to  wildlife 

we  would    hold    them    to  be   spurious    If    there 
cade  along   the   line  contained    in   the  repor 
Pipeline   has  Jerxmstratec   the  rcxarkable  , 
new  and    different    intrusions   within    their 
the    sa^e   would    hold    true    in    Southern  Utah 
of   Southern  t>ah   is    inferior   to   that  of  Al 
to  be    frightened    of   and   avoid    the  overhead 
reason,    the    preservationists   prevailed    upo 
parts   of    the   pipeline   had    to   be   placed    und 
demonstrate    that    the  caribou    favor    feeding 
because  of    the   reseeding    that    has    been  don 
a    severe    financial    increase   in    the   project 
precise   that  caribou  would  be   Insecure  and 
V.'e   respectfully    submit    that    the   Bureau  of 
a   mistake    in    this    Instance.       (Cf.    page   sev 


are    inconclusive.      Quite    frankly, 
were   more   substantive   statements 
t    (cf.   4-41).      The  Trans-Alaska 
bility   of   wildlife    to   adapt    to 
domain.      We   respectfully    submit 

lfe  do  not   feel   that    the  .wildlife 
a ska.  The   caribou     were   assumed 

Trans-Alaska   Pipeline.      For    this 
n    the    government    to   require    that 
erground .      Data   availabe    (phots) 
under    the    pipeline   primarily 

The   preservationists    effected 
because  of    their    poorly   reasoned 
fearful   of    the   overhead   pipeline. 
Land   Management    should   avoid    such 
en . ) 
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"*       The  cemmen's  contained  in  this  EIS  report  relative  to  the  archaeological 
sites  is  confusing.   "An  estimated  238  sites  wcdld  he  adversely  impacted  during 
mining  activities  on  10,154  acres  of  mining  permit  area  at  Alton.   Of  the  total 
238  sites,  at  least  18U  would  probably  be  of  National  Register  caliber.  (Under- 
scoring ours).  Increased  population  pressure  could  lead  to  increased  vandalism 
of  some  local  sites.  Uo  significant  historical  properties  are  presently   known 
in   the  Alton  fieldc. "   (ItalicB  ours) 

What  is  meant  by  this  paragraph?   Are  these  archaeological  sites  of 
historical  value  or  not?   If  they  qualify  for  the  National  Register  (or 
possibly  might  qualify),  does  not  that  imply  that  they  might  be  of  historical 
value?  The  Kane  County  Commission  contends  that  these  sites  should  be  treated 
with  care.   They  Bhould  be  excavated  by  archaeologists ,  the  artifacts  retrieved 
and  the  human  remains  relnterred  in  the  area  at  the  time  of  reclamation  of  the 
land.   The  artifacts  should  be  retained  in  the  Kane  County  area  in  an  area 
set  aside  03  a  museum  for  education  and  research  into  the  lives  and  natures  of 
those  who  inhabited  the  lands  before  we  came. 

Once  more  we  are  treated  to  the  suppositional  language  with  reference 
to  "an  incstir-.ahle  number  of  unknown  (buried)  sites  could  also  be  Impacted." 
(Italics  ours). 

V.'e  reject  the  claim  that  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  slurry 
line  would  impact  the  Honeymoon  Trail.   The  line  would  be  1,500  to  4,000  feet 
north  of  the  trail.   The  allegation  that  the  line  would  scar  permanently  the 
landscape  and  thus  adversely  impact  the  trail  is  ludicrous.   The  trail  is 
being  left  Intact.   Once  more,  we  are  entering  Into  tliat  dubious  land  of 
ooze  v:.uruin  visibility  standards  are  Lo  be  applied  indiscriminately.   Ultimately, 
Jets  will  be  denied  access  to  the  sties  above  wilderness  areas  and  other 


Response  104-28 

It  is  assumed  that  your  comment  is  in  reference  to  the  coal  slurry 
pipeline  and  its  possible  disturbance  to  wildlife.  As  stated  in  the  Wildlife: 
Species  of  Concern  section  of  the  draft  EIS,  the  coal  slurry  pipeline  would 
lie  south  of  the  desert  tortoise  habitat  and  no  impacts  would  occur.  As  for 
common  wildlife  species  (deer,  rabbits,  and  rodents),  portions  of  their 
habitat  would  be  disturbed  during  the  construction  phase,  but  this  loss  would 
not  be  of  a  significant  nature  and  would  occur  for  only  a  2  to  3-year  period. 

Response  104-29 

Based  on  the  1980  survey  of  the  Alton  coal  lease  area  conducted  by  the 
Museum  of  Northern  Arizona,  archaeological  site  densities  for  this  area  are 
revised  to  reflect  one  site  per  68  acres.  Based  on  this  density,  the  number 
of  estimated  sites  adversely  impacted  would  be  150. 


This  study  has  also  shown  that  few  buried  archaeological  sites  exist  in 
the  lease  area.  Appendix  4,  Applicants'  Proposed  Design  and  Operating  Pro- 
cedures, Cultural  Resources  Items  1  and  2  indicate  that  a  qualified  archaeol- 
ogist will  be  onsite  during  initial  ground  disturbance,  and  prior  to  disturb- 
ances, the  company  will  survey  and  inventory  archaeological,  cultural,  and 
historical  sites  in  the  area  of  disturbance. 

Response  104-30 

As  indicated  in  the  Cultural  Resources  sections  in  Chapter  4  of  the 
final  EIS,  the  physical  remains  of  the  Honeymoon  Trail  would  not  be  impacted 
by  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  coal  slurry  pipeline.  Routing  the 
pipeline  1,500  to  4,000  feet  north  of  the  trail  would  scar  landscape  which 
could  be  viewed  from  the  trail.  The  applicants  have  amended  Appendix  4, 
Proposed  Design  and  Operating  Procedures  under  Cultural  Resources  item  3  to 
indicate  that  construction  crews  will  not  be  able  to  use  the  Honeymoon  Trail 
as  a  construction  access  route.  The  elimination  of  construction  crew  0RV  use 
on  the  trail  would  eliminate  these  ORV-related  impacts. 
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equally  suspect  situations.   The  Honeymoon  Trail  13  intact.   It  would  not 
be  Impacted.   The  utilization  of  the  Honeymoon  Trail  by  ORV  does  not  mean 
desecration  and  destruction  of  the  trail.   To  assume  such  is  the  case  is 
beyond  the  reasoning  of  sensible  Individuals. 

*        It  is  our  contention  that  In  this  set  of  specific  objections  ,  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  paying  tribute  to  the  specious  reasonings  of 
the  National  Park  Service  and  the  preservationists.   The  logic  found 
throughout  the  report  is  diminished  in  this  set  of  instances. 
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*  Unfortunately,   we  must  continue    to  contend   with   the 

of    the    National    Park   Service   with   reference    to    Bryce   Canyon 
derraiation  and    destruction   by    the   Alton  Coal    Project.      We 
that  Metr.er   Nature   has    had    far    greater    impact   on   Bryce  Cany 
than    that    that    will   be   perpetrated   by  Ulah    International,    I 
will   he  done    for    the   coal   extraction   will   be    Infinitesimal 
impacts      foisted   off    on    Bryce   by   Mother    Nature    through   her 
thnt    have   rurbied    through    the   area.      It    is    to   be   noted    that 
still   reigns    in   her    garden   and    Thor's    Harcmer    is   upright    and 
Earthquakes    have   not   diminished,    degraded    or   destroyed    the 
features.      blasting   cannot    have   any    greater    impact   upon    the 


dubious   conclusions 
National   Park's 
respectfully   submit 
on   National   Fark 

Blasting    that 
compared    to    the 
various   earthquakes 
Queen  Victoria 
substantial   still, 
park   and    its 
land  . 
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~*       Tha  attitude  of  Eryce  Canyon  national  Park  rangers  is  questioned  again 
with  reference  to  their  insistence  that  rearranging  the  configurations  of  the 
lar.d  reclaimed  after  dining  Is  anathema.   We  hail  such  rearrangement  as 
salubrious  and  most  desirable.   Nature  in  her  infinite  wisdom  Is  not  always 
making  the  best  use  of  her  resources.   We  contend  that  reclamation  should  con- 
sider that  ponding  and  rolling  hills  are  preferrable  to  the  present  conf iguratione. 
We  subr.it  that  where  possible  the  land  should  be  made  far  more  utilitarian  for 
wildlife  and  agricultural  operations.   The  rangers  contend  that  anything  other 
than  the  present  configuration  cannot  be  acceptable.   We  reject  this  concept. 
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*       The  report  (4— 1*7)    states  that  Bryce  Canyon  National 
are  considering  upgrading  the  nature  trail  that  would  extend 
Yovinpa  Point  and  would  make  visibility  of  the  Alton  Coal  Fi 
greater.   We  view  this  with  a  jaundiced  eye.   We  contend  tha 
misuse  of  taxpayers'  money  to  develop  an  area  to  extend  the! 
to  deter  development  of  the  Alton  Coal  Project.   From  intima 
Bryct;  Canyon  National  Park,  we  feel  tliat  few  people  {with  re 
visitors)  visit  Yovlnpa  Point  at  the  present  time  much  less 
toll  and  trouble  to  visit  the  extension  from  Yovimpa  Point. 
NatLor.il  Park  Service  Is  to  he  questioned  and  shall  be  with 
delegation.   It  would  appear  that  the  National  Park  Service 


Park  personnel 

further  east  from 
elds  all  the 
t  this  is  a  deliberate 
r  personal  philosophy 
te  knowledge  of 
ference  to  total 
taking  the  time,  the 

The  action  of  the 
the  Utah  Congressional 
has  too  much  money. 


*       The  Kane  County  Commission  has  scheduled  a  Public  Hearing  on  the  amendments 
to  the  Kane  County  Zoning  Ordinance  for  September  16,  1980.   It  is  anticipated 
ttiat  the   Zoning  Ordinance  as  amended  will  be  adopted  at  that  time.  One  of  the 
prlTjry  anendmenta  would  have  reference  to  mining  In  agricultural  zones.   The 
amended  ordinance  will  allow  mining  in  agricultural  zones  with  conditions.   There 
are  sone  considerations  that  the  Planning  Commission  and  the  County  Commissioners 
feel  should  be  addressed  by  any  mining  developments . 
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As  indicated  in  the  revised  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  section  of  Chapter 
4  of  the  final  EIS,  blasting  would  not  have  an  impact  on  the  erosional  fea- 
tures of  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park. 

Response  104-32 

Refer  to  Response  104-26  for  a  discussion  of  this  comment. 

Response  104-33 

BLH  does  not  have  any  control  over  the  management  and  planning  of  Bryce 
Canyon  National  Park.  Approximately  300,000  visitors  a  year  visit  Yovimpa 
Point  to  enjoy  the  panoramic  vista  which  includes  the  "Grand  Staircase". 

Response  104-34 

As  shown  in  the  final  EIS,  the  Land  Use,  Land  Use  Plans  and  Controls 
sections  In  Chapters  3  and  4  have  been  revised  to  reflect  this  comment. 
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The  statement  in  the  report  that  the  entire  lease  area  would  be  changed 
to  "Multiple  Use"  is  incorrect.  The  agricultural  zones  are  being  niaintained  as 
agricultural.  The  forcer  Forest  Recreation  Areas  have  been  changed  to  Multiple 
Use.   The  permitted  and  conditional  uses  in  the  various  zones  have  boon  changed. 
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*  *  The   report    states    that    the   routing   of    the    proposed    pipeline  would   be 

through  an    intensive   wilderness    inventory   unit.      It    is  our   understanding    from 
the   Bureau  of   Land  Management   that  Upper    Kanab  Creek   (UT-040-255)    has  been 
dropped    from  further  consideration  and   therefore   is  not   subject    to   the  same 
concern  ani   considerations    that   would   be   afforded    to  an    intensive  wilderness 
area. 

*  Ve    question    the  assumptions   of    the    Bureau  of   Land   Management   with 

reference    to   the  quality   of    life   under    the   socio-economic    aspects   of    the 
Alton  Coal   Project.      P.ie    sociological    profiles   provided    to    the   Kane  County 
Cor^issior.ers   by   Kaiser    Engineers   and    the   power   companies   during    the    study 
of    the   Kaiparowits   Pcv.er   Plant    Project    indicated    that    the  miners   coming    into 
the  area   would    be  comparable   educationally   and    socially    to    the  present   citizens 
of   lane   County.      To   date,    we   have   not    seen  any    sociological   profiles   on   the 
construction,   raintenance  and  mining  personnel   that  would   be  brought   into   the 
area   for   this  project. 

Once  more    the   drafters    of    the   report   are   making  conclusions   predicated 
on  assumptions  without  any  real  basis   in    fact. 

"Since    this   alternative   would    generate   rapid    increases 
in   population ... , it   would    be   expected    that    some  major 
inf rastruc tural    problems    would    result...       It    could 
also   be   anticipated    tliat    if    the    sociological   makeup 
of    the    "newcomers"   is    substantially  different    from 
the  existing  relatively  homogeneous  base  population, 
friction   between    the    two   groups   could    result.      There- 
fore,   a  decline   in  general  quality  of   life  would   be 
expected  during   the   initial  stages  of   the  project. 


Response  104-35 

The  BLM  Upper  Kanab  Creek  intensive  wilderness  inventory  unit  has  not 
been  recommended  for  Wilderness  Study  Area  status.  The  Utah  BLM  State 
Director  will  make  the  final  decisions  concerning  intensive  inventory  deci- 
sions by  November  15,  1980.  The  text  in  Chapters  3  and  4  is  revised  to 
reflect  updates  in  the  wilderness  review  process. 

Response  104-36 

Refer  to  Response  104-6  concerning  this  content. 


Conclusion.   While  providing  increased  employment  and 
income  opportunities  in  the  county,  this  alternative 
would  probably   generate  some  very  major  infrastructural 
and  sociological  problems." 

Ve  submit  that  assumptions  are  not  necessary.   It  is  possible  to  secure 
a  sociological  profile  of  the  various  types  of  workers  that  would  be  coming  into 
the  area  with  the  approval  of  this  project. 


*       In  conclusion,  wo  feel  that  the  report  submitted  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  has  been  adequate.   It  Is  essentially  a  negative  assessment  of  the 
possibilities  of  rhe  project,  but  by  tliat  very  fact  has  assisted  ub  in  our 
evalu.iti.on  of  the  prospects  of  the  project.   We  have  taken  exception  to  some  of 
the  classic  format  and  verbiage  styles  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.   We 
will  continue  to  do  so  with  subse  quent  reports  using  the  same  styles. 
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IV. 


RATIOTiALE  FOR  RBCO-T-IKDATIOH: 


ALTERATIVE   SIX: 


US 


To  our  way  o£  thinking,  Alternative  Six  la  no  alternative  at  all. 
We  feel  that  to  do  nothing  is  as  bad  as  to  do  too  much  in  a  wrongful  manner.'. 
The  natural  resources  are  here  for  utilization  and  development.   The  process 
has  to  be  developed  wherein  these  resources  are  used  properly  with  the 
ninirjl  impact  to  the  land,  the  wildlife  and  the  people. 

ALTERATIVE  FIVE: 

This  is  "happy  talk"  perpetrated  by  the  preservationists  as  a  means  to 
the  development  of  the  Allen-V.'arner  Valley  Project.   The  supposition  is 
ervation  can  cure  the  ills  of  the  western  world.   That  Is  tantamount  to 
d  on  a   broken  leg.   It  misses  the  point.   Conservation  by  all  means 

effected.  Conservation  should  be  an  on-going  process  ttiat  is  happening 
ortunately,  it  is  not.   The  preservationists  are  not  conserving.   How 
ht-eyed  younj  thiu>;3  follow  the  Public  Hearing  Circuit  speaking  of 
ion  in  such  glib  tones  while  they  expend  untold  gallons  of  gasoline 
3  on  the  various  hearing  sites.   When  the  preservationists  practice 

preach,  we  might  pay  more  attention  to  their  pious  platitudes  about 
Ion. 
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ALTERATIVE  FOUR: 

The  Kane  County  Connissioners  are  not  supportive  of  Alternative  Four. 
We  feel  that  proper  development  should  be  made  of  the  coal  reserves  that  we 
have  here  In  Kane  County.   V.'e  would  support  the  development  of  these  coal 
reserves  with  proper  planning  and  implementation. 

ALTERATIVE  TILREE: 


This  alternative  is  not  supported  by  the  Kane  County  Commissioners 
principally  because  it  excludes  the  development  of  the  coal  reserves  in  the 
"eastern  Alton  Coal  Fields".   We  feel  that  this  is  not  proper  utilization  of 
21  the  resource.   We  have  contended  in  the  earlier  segments  of  this  report  that 

the  stance  of  the  National  Park  Service  is  not  supported.   Bryce  Canyon 
tlational  Park  shall  not  be  adversely  impacted  by  the  development  of  the  Alton 
Coal  Fields  totally.   To  insist  that  Bryce  shall  be  adversely  impacted  is 
pure,  can  it  igated  hyperbole. 


Response  104-37 

Please  refer  to  the  discussion  under  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the 
final  EIS.  Additional  air  quality  data  along  with  information  fro«  the 
QSM  Southern  Utah  Petition  Evaluation  Document  (USOI,  1980)  has  been  incor- 
porated into  the  text. 


ALTERNATIVE  TWO: 


Alternative  Two  would  be  benefit  to  Kane  County;  however,  we  feel  that 
the  Warner  Valley  Power  riant  should  be  implemented  as  well  as  the  Harry  Allen 
Power  Plant  in  Ne\ada.  „  For  this  reason,  we  cannot  accept  Alternative  Two  in 
that  it  excludes  the  Warner  Valley  Power  Plant. 
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ALTERATIVE  ONE: 


The  Kane  County  Board  of  Commissioners  can  accept  the  firBt  alternative 
with  sone  modifications. 


to 
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We  accept  the  alternative  with  the  understanding  that  we  are  not  totally 
In  favor  of  the  slurry  line  that  Is  a  component  of  this  alternative.   Instead, 
we  would  offer  the  following  recommendations  In  our  prioritization  ranking. 

A.  Railroad  :  We  contend  that  the  most  effective  developmental  tool  for 
the  people  of<jr.e  County  would  he  the  development  of  a  transportation  mode  tliat 
would  enhance  further  industrialization  of  the  area.   A  railroad  would  be  the 
Ideal  tool  for  such  a  transportation  mode. 

1.  We  submit  that  the  cor.pany  might  be  the  most  logical  entity 
to  develop  such  a  railroad.   Discussion,  however,  has  centered  around 
the  cost  factor  of  such  an  enterprise.   Therefore,  we  accede  to  the 
position  of  che  conpany  that  they  cannot  afford  to  install  a  railroad 
for  the  transportation  of  just  their  retrieved  coal. 


2.  Union  Pacific  Railroad  should 
developer  of  the  rail  line  especially  in 
the  lutber  resources  in  Panguitch  and  Fr 
development  at  Hack's  Canyon  south  of  Fr 
and  final'iy  the  leases  and  possible  ultl 
gas  reserves  in  and  around  Alton  itself, 
been  done  recently  relative  to  the  leasl 
for  Marathon  Oil  Company  and  Mesa  Mining 
We  respectfully  submit  that  ultimately  a 
Kane  County  would  be  economically  feaslb 
say  within  the  next  five  to  eight  years. 


be  considered  as  a  possible 

light  of  the  development  of 
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edonia  and  west  of  Orderville 

mate  development  of  oil  and 

A  great  deal  of  work  has 

ng  of  vast  tracks  of  land 

,  both  from  Denver,  Colorado. 

railroad  servicing  western 

le.   By  ultimately  we  mean  to 


Response  104-38 

Refer  to  Response  12-5  for  a  discussion  of  this  concern. 
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B-  Truck  Routing;  If  the  railroad  is  not  developed,  we  would  have  next 
on  our  priority  listing  the  developnent  of  a  truck  routing  south  from  thi  strip 
mining  area  down  Kanab  Canyon  crossing  U.S.  89  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Hancock 
Road  and  past  the  Coral  Pink  Sand  Dunes.  This  routing  would  bypass  all  of  the 
established  communities  of  the  county,  restrict  severely  any  Impacts  on  tourist 
and  regular  traffic  on  state  and  federal  roads.  The  companies  insist  that  this 
option  would  be  more  costly  ultimately  than  a  railroad.  We  would  have  to  study 
the  documentation  relative  to  this  contention. 


Response  104-39 

In  response  to  this  comment,  the  proposed  truck  coal  transportation 
route  is  modified  to  bypass  all  major  urban  areas.  See  the  Coal  Transport 
System  section  under  Alternative  3  in  Chapter  2,  and  the  Land  Use,  Land  Use 
Plans  and  Controls  section  under  Alternative  3  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 


C  Coal  Slurrv  Lin 


The  Commission  has  not  been  favorably  inclined 


to  a  slurry  line  for  coal  principally  because  we  have  yet  to  determine  that 
this  is  the  highest  and  best  use  of  the  natural  resource — water.   However,  we 
will  accept  the  concept  with  several  points  for  discussion  that  we  will  present 
on  the  subject  of  the  slurry  line. 
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1*  We  would  not  be  adverse  to  a  closed  circuit  slurry 
system  with  the  water  for  such  a  line  coming  from  the  reservoir 
that  is  being  developed  at  the  Warner  Valley  Power  Plant  site. 
Sor.e  discussion  lias  been  made  that  the  cost  factor  would  not  be 
as  great  for  raising  the  water  as  has  been  anticipated  in  that 
falling  water  could  generate  sufficient  power  to  raise  an  equal 
amount  of  water.   Some  engineering  lias  been,  prof fered  with  tills 
contention  as  a  primary  facet. 

b.  A  corollary  to  this  line  of  reasoning  is  that 
if  a  slurry  line  is  essential,  then  the  companies  should  consider 
using  their  portion  of  the  Virgin  River  water  while  it  is  still 
in  long  Valley.   In  this  vise,  they  would  be  able  to  use  the 
Virgin  River  water  and  bypass  the  henvy  cost  of  pumping  the  water 
up  the  Hurricane  Cliffs  and  across  the  sand  dunes. 

2.  A  second  source  of  water  for  the  slurry  line  could 
well  cone  from  the.  allocation  of  the  Colorado  River  that  has 
been  apportioned  to  the  states  of  Nevada  and  California.   A 
slurry  line  or  aqueduct  could  be  constructed  from  the  out-take 
corridor  on  Lake  Powell  cutting  across  East  Clark  Bench,  up 
the  Euckskin  and  on  over  to  the  Alton  area.   It  is  contended 
that  those  areas  having  che   greatest  benefit  from  the  utilization 
of  the  coal  should  be  willing  to  use  part  of  their  natural  resources 
for  the  development  of  the  energy. 

In  the  process  It  would  be  possible  that  vast  areas  of 
Kane  County  could  be  put  under  cultivation  for  the  highest  and  best 
use  of  the  land  resources. 

t3.  The  third  source  of  water  is  that  that  was  offered  in 
inal  Alternative  One.   However,  we  would  admit  a  few  caveats 
erence  to  this  particular  source  of  water.   We  demand  deep 
y  studies  to  confirm  tiiat  no  adverse  impacts  will  be  made 
upon  any  of  our  citizens  holding  legitimate  water  rights.   No  springs, 
wells  or  other  sources  of  water  must  be  impacted  by  the  drawdown  from 
the  wells  punched  through  by  L'tah  International,  Inc.   We  expect  that 
any  deep  hydrology  studies  will  be  monitored  by  the  State  Engineer. 
Further,  we  would  want  the  dat3  from  the  deep  hydrology  studies  forwarded 
to  the  Kane  County  Comi.iission  in  order  that  we  might  secure  qualified 
personnel  to  examine  it  and  make  recommendation  to  us.   We  support  the 
project.   We  support  the  general  concepts.   We  will,  however,  block  any 
development  until  "we  liave  answers  relative  to  this  water  situation,  if 
a  slurry  line  Is  the  only  transportation  mode  developed  by  the  companies. 


Response  104-10 

The  concept  of  a  closed  slurry  system  was  considered  during  the  initial 
formulation  of  alternatives,  but  was  rejected  on  the  basis  that  it  was  not 
energy  efficient  nor  economically  feasible.  Refer  to  Appendix  2  of  the  final 

Response  104-41 

At  Glendale,  Utah,  the  mean  annual  runoff  volume  is  12,800  acre-feet  and 
the  mean  annual  discharge  is  17.7  ftVs  (USGS,  Water  Oata  for  Utah,  1978). 
Diverting  8,300  acre-feet  per  year  for  slurry  purposes  would  leave  4,500 
acre-feet,  or  a  mean  discharge  of  6.2  ftVs  for  other  uses.  Water  require- 
ments for  the  proposed  slurry  operation  are  6,000  gallons  per  minute  or  13.4 
ftVs.  This  flow  was  exceeded  at  Glendale  only  175  days  in  1978,  a  wetter 
than  average  year.  Thus,  looking  at  only  hydrologic  factors,  this  alterna- 
tive would  not  be  feasible  in  average  runoff  years. 

Response  104-42 

It  would  be  in  violation  of  the  State  water  rights  for  California  to 
exchange  their  water  right  for  one  in  the  State  of  Utah.  There  is  a  pre- 
scribed quantity  of  water  which  is  required  to  flow  out  of  Utah  (Colorado 
River)  downstream  to  the  other  States  of  Arizona,  Nevada,  and  California 
which  cannot  be  reduced. 

It  would  require  a  greater  amount  of  energy  to  pump  water  from  Lake 

Powell  to  the  coal  preparation  plant  at  Bald  Knoll  (approximately  65  miles) 

than  would  pumping  of  ground  water.   The  difference  in  elevation  from  Lake 

Powell  to  Bald  Knoll  (3,000  feet)  would  require  several  powerful  pump  sta- 
tions. 

During  the  initial  screening  process,  this  alternative  was  not  found  to 
be  legally  acceptable  nor  energy  efficient.  Refer  to  Appendix  2  of  the  final 

Response  104-43 

See  Chapter  4,  Alternative  1,  Water  Resources,  Ground  Water  Pumping  for 
Coal  Slurry  section  of  the  final  EIS.  This  section  discusses  the  aquifer 
testing  program  presently  being  implemented  by  UII  and  the  Utah  State  engi- 
neer. This  information  is  available  from  the  area  engineer,  Gerald  Stoker, 
in  Cedar  City. 

Response  104-44 

Based  on  your  comment  this  alternative  was  considered.  It  would  appear, 
based  on  energy  efficiency,  that  siting  a  plant  at  Lower  Johnson  Canyon  would 
be  feasible.  However,  sufficient  data  is  not  available  to  sake  a  detailed 
evaluation  at  this  time. 


D.  Power  Plant — Lower  Johnson  Canyon:   From  our  study  of  this  project, 
we  have  determined  that  the  most  efficient  method  for  moving  the  energy  would 
be  through  a  power  line.   The  coal  slurry,  the  railroad,  trucking  are  all 
^   inferior  to  xovlng  coal  through  a  power  line  figuratively  speaking.   Therefore, 
the  most  economical  method  would  be  to  develop  a  power  plant  a  short  distance 
from  the  mining  area.  We  would  respectfully  submit  that  the  least  objectionable 
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area  would  be  in  the  lover  Johnson  Canyon  area  leas  than  a  mile  north  of  the 
Utah-Arizona  border.   The  proximity  to  National  Parks,  primitive  areas  and 
proposed  wilderness  areas  would  be  far  less  than  that  of  the  Warner  Valley 
Power  Plant.   Additionally,  power  corridors  to  southern  Nevada  and  California 
are  in  relative  proximity  to  the  area.   In  sum,  the  most  effective  method  for 
utilization  of  the  coal  resources  to  the  benefit  of  the  people  of  southern 
Utah,  southern  Nevada  and  southern  California  would  be  the  development  of  a 
power  plant  in  lower  Johnson  Canyon  in  Kane  County. 


Finally,  we  support  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Project  as  embodied  in 
Alternative  One.   We  feel  that  this  project  should  be  moved  aggressively 
forward;  however,  there  are  still  questions  that  must  be  and  shall  be  answered 
prior  to  development.   We  appreciate  the  level  of  cooperation  that  we  have 
received  from  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  with  reference  to  the  development  of 
this  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


V, 


RrXCM'HJDATICN: 
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The    KnrTa*  County   Board   of   County  Commissioners   respectfully   submits 
that  Alternative  One  nost  nearly  approximates  the  philosophy  of   the  'coraission. 
This  support   is  qualified   as  has  been  indicated  on  pages  eleven,    twelve  and 
thirteen  of    this   response. 


VI. 
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We  once  more  wish  to  express  our  appreciation  in  having  ample  time  to 
review,  research  and  respond  to  this  particular  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Draft  presented  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.   This  response,  however,  does 
not  represent  that  we  are  satisfied  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  work. 
There  are  still  lacunae  in  the  data.   We  anticipate  that  the  Bureau  of  Land 
!lanager;ent  will  attempt  to  respond  to  these  concerns  that  we  have  raised  In 
the  response: 

1.  The  tax-base  data; 

2.  Federal  royalties; 

3.  Tine-line  for  development 

4.  Sociological  profile  of  the  personnel  working  on  the  project;  and 

5.  Deep  hydrology  studies  with  impartial  monitoring. 

Further,  we  submit  that  before  any  approvals  are  granted  by  the  Office 
of  Surface  Mining  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  that  Kane  County  should  be 
involved  in  the  mining  plan.   We  have  questions  that  might  be  addressed  by  the 
mining  plan;  however.  If  they  are  not,  then  we  would  demand  answers  to  our 
concerns . 

The  reclamation  pian  should  be  submitted  to  the  Planning  Commission  and 
County  Comission  for  review.   There  are  some  reservations  about  the  requirements^ 
that  -i;;ht  be  imposed  by  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  and  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Manas;e-ent  relative  to  configuration  and  species  of  vegetation. 


land 
heir  mandate 


Response  104-45 

According  to  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977 
(Sec.  513),  the  applicant  (UII)  must  advertise  the  intention  to  mine  the 
Alton  coal  lease  area  in  local  newspapers,  including  information  on  the 
ownership,  precise  location,  and  boundaries  of  those  lands  to  be  mined. 

The  regulatory  authority  (OSH)  must  notify  various  local  government 
bodies,  planning  agencies,  water  companies,  etc.  of  the  applicants'  intention 
to  mine  the  tract  of  land  and  must  indicate  where  a  copy  of  the  mining  and 
reclamation  plan  may  be  inspected. 

Response  104-46 

The  Visual  Resource  Management  (VRM)  system  is  a  method  for  identifying 
scenery  quality  and  for  setting  minimum  standards  for  management  of  visual 
resources  on  public  lands.  Public  lands  are  classified  into  one  of  five 
management  classes,  with  each  class  containing  a  specific  management  objec- 
tive for  maintaining  or  enhancing  visual  resources.  The  management  class 
assigned  to  a  given  area  depends  on  three  factors:  (1)  quality  of  scenery 
being  viewed;  (2)  the  visual  sensitivity  level  of  the  type  of  use  an  area 
receives;  and  (3)  the  visual  zone  it  is  in. 

The  VRM  system  was  brought  before  the  public  during  the  planning  process. 
The  public  was  given  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  land  use  plans  during 
scoping  meetings  held  prior  to  the  writing  of  the  draft  EIS. 


IN  REPLY   RETER  TO: 
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HERITAGE  CONSERVATION  AND  RECREATION  SERVICE 

MID-CONTINENT  REGION 
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DENVER  KE1>BKAI.CKNTK« 

DENVER.  COLORADO     8IU28 


AUG  2  1  1980 


j'EMORAm'M 

To:       District  Mannger,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Cedar  City,  Utah 


From:     Assistant  Regional  Director,  Land  Use  Coordination 

Sublect-   Review  of  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  the  Allen- 
Warner  Valley  Energy  System,  Utah,  Arizona,  Nevada  and 
California 

We  have  revleved  the  subject  document  and  offer  the  following  comments  for 

your  consideration. 

Nationwide  Rivers  Inventory 

"The  Virata  River  and  the  Parla  River  are  currently  included  on  the  draft  list 
oT the  Phase  I  Nationwide  Rivers  Inventory  prepared  by  this  agency.   It  appears 
t   I  tZ  .tlr.it leant  orolect-related  adverse  effects  identified  for  the  Virgin 
R  v  /  d   £  roxlmit   cTche  Alton  coal  field  to  the  Paria  River  could  affect 
the  quality  and  suitability  of  these  rivers  for  further  study  under  the  Nation 
wide  Rivers  Inventory. 


As  part  of  his  Environmental  Message  of  August  2,  1979,  the  Presided  Issued  a 
firectlve  requiring  Federal  agencies  to  avoid  or  mitigate  adverse  effects  on 
r  vers  Identified  In  the  Nationwide  Rivers  Inventory.   Agencies  are  instructed 
to  consult  with  this  agencv  prior  to  taking  actions  which  could  effectively 
r       vdl,  scenic  or' recreational  river  status  on  rivers  in  the  inven 


entory. 


i 


Satlonal  Natural  Landmarks  Program 

A  number   of  designated  National   Natural  Landmarks   and   potentially  significant 
A  numDer   oi   °"   *  candidates    for   addition   to   the  National    Registry 

ofsatural   Lan  mark  "Lay   be  adversely  affected   by   construction        Specifically, 
the  alternative   transmission   line  corridor   segments  within  California  appear 


Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service,  Denver,  Colorado 

Response  105-1 

The  text  is  revised  as  shown  in  the  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  section  of 
Chapters  3  and  4  in  the  final  EIS  to  include  information  concerning  the  draft 
listing  of  the  Virgin  River  in  Phase  I  of  the  Nationwide  Rivers  Inventory  and 
possible  project  related  impacts.  The  final  EIS  does  not  make  reference  to 
the  Paria  River  because  it  is  outside  the  project's  zone  of  influence.  Prior 
to  the  implementation  of  an  alternative,  BLH  will  consult  with  Heritage 
Conservation  and  Recreation  Service  to  identify  possible  changes  in  status  of 
rivers  identified  in  Phase  I  of  the  Nationwide  Rivers  Inventory. 

Response  105-2 

The  text  is  revised  as  shown  in  the  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  section  in 
Chapters  3  and  4  of  the  final  EIS  to  indicate  potential  and  existing  National 
Natural  Landmarks  along  the  proposed  Western  Transmission  System  alternatives. 
The  current  proposed  alignment  of  the  Route  66  Alternative  does  not  pass 
through  the  Amboy  Crater  National  Natural  Landmark. 


CO 


District  Manager,  Cedar  City,  Utah 
Page  2 

to  cross  or  border  a  number  of  these  natural  areas. 


Preliminary  examination 


CO  CrOSS  OI   UULUCi  a     i.vif.m-.. _    , 

of  the  proposed  transmission  corridors  would  suggest  that  selection  of  the 
Highway  66  alternative  would  result  in  the  fewest  adverse  impacts  on  sxgni- 
f  cant  natural  areas  identified  as  candidates  for  the  National  Registry of 
Natural  Landmarks.   However,  we  recommend  that  the  corridor  be  altered  to 
avoid  Anboy  Crater  National  Natural  Landmark. 

'Additionally,  the  Warner-Pecos  transmission  line  included  in  Alternatives  1 
fna  3  and  the  route  shown  for  the  coal  slurry  pipeline  in  Alternative  2  appear 
to  cross  or  pass  near  the  Joshua  Tree  National  Natural  Landmark  in  Washington 
County,  Utah. 


Regional  Offices  in  order  to  facilitate  ident 
_and  minor  corridor  adjustments  which  might  be  necessary. 

Paleontological  Resources 

("we  question  the  omission  of  the  Alton  coal  fields  from  the  list  on  page  3-2 
I  of  sources  of  potentially  significant  plant  or  animal  fossils. 

Cultural  Resources 

The  project  sponsors  are  to  be  commended  for  their  cooperation  with  the  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officers  and  their  proposed  design  and  operating  Procedures 
(pages  A4-A5)  requiring  the  survey  and  inventory  of  cultural  resources  before 
surface  disturbance  and  the  presence  of  a  professional  archeologist  during 
initial  ground  disturbance. 

[We  recommend  the  inclusion  of  a  work  schedule  showing  compliance  with  survey 
procedures  and  a  map  or  chart  indicating  culturally  sensitive  areas  in  relation 
to  each  proposed  project  alternative  In  the  final  environmental  impact  statement. 

Robert  J.  Arkins 


Response  105-3 

The  text  is  modified  as  shown  in  the  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  Section 
in  Chapters  3  and  4  of  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  this  concern  for  the  routing 
(Alternatives  1  and  3)  of  the  Warner-Pecos  transmission  line  and  the  coal 
slurry  pipeline  (Alternative  2)  in  relationship  to  Joshua  Tree  National 
Natural  Landmark  in  Washington  County,  Utah. 

Response  105-4 

The  list  contains  only  those  regions  along  the  Western  Transmission 
System  alternative  routes  which  have  been  sampled  and  are  considered  to  be 
high  in  paleontological  values.  Other  areas  may  contain  significant  paleon- 
tological resources,  but  site  specific  inventories  have  not  been  conducted. 

Response  105-5 

A  work  schedule  showing  compliance  with  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic 
Preservation  procedures  (36  CFR  Part  800)  has  been  developed  and  is  included 
in  the  final  EIS  (Appendix  9).  Culturally  sensitive  areas  relating  to  each 
specific  proposed  project  component  are  indicated  in  the  Cultural  Resources 
sections  in  the  final  EIS. 
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Sally  Crum,  Collbran.  Colorado 

Response  106-1 

Your  concerns  are  addressed  in  the  Air  Quality  sections  of  Chapter  4  in 
the  final  E1S. 

Response  106-2 

Refer  to  Response  76-1  for  a  discussion  of  this  comment. 
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Curtis  Martin 


Response  107-1 

Refer  to  the  Air  Quality  section  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in  the 
final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of  this  comment. 

Response  107-2 

The  diversion  of  water  from  the  Virgin  River  under  Alternatives  1  and  3 
is  discussed  In  the  Warner  Valley  Water  Project  section  of  Chapter  2  and  the 
projected  results  of  these  diversions  are  tabulated  in  table  4-5  of  the  final 
EIS.  Possible  conflicts  would  arise  from  CPUC's  claim  to  100  ftVs  for  power 
generation  (CPUC  currently  uses  40  ft3/s).  Based  on  table  4-5  (Alternative 
1),  the  median  flows  would  only  provide  the  60  additional  ft3/s  required  to 
fully  utilize  their  claia  4  esontbs  a  year,  as  opposed  to  9  sonths  presently 
available. 


LAS  VEGAS  HASH  DEVELOPMENT  COMMITTEE 
5800  East  Flamingo  Road 
Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89122 

Advisory  To  The  Board  of  County  Commissioners 
Clark  County 


August  20,  1980 

District  "anacer 

Cedar  City  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Taiiagerent 

P.O.  Ecx  724 

Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 

Ref:  1792  KJV 
(U-921) 

Dear  District  Manager: 

In  response  to  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  Systen  CIS  Draft  received  this 
su-.rer,  the  following  are  comments  on  behalf  of  the  Las  Vegas  Wash  Development 
Co-.-i  ttee. 

The  Wash  Ce/elop-ent  Co-^iittee  ('/.'DC)  has  been  advisory  to  the  Board  of  Clark 
County  Ccr-issicrers  since  lute  1973,  and  is  representative  of  civic  and  nature, 
oriented  organizations  as  well  as  local  political  entities  and  professional 
park/recreation  and  community  planners. 

Since  the  1979  Scoping  Meetings,  which  our  body  was  not  aware  of,  a  Clark  County 
Wetland  Park  in  the  Las  Vegas  Wash  and  Rainbow  Gardens  area  has  become  a  definite 
possibility.  Funds  for  land  acquisition  have  been  accrued  this  spring  and  sum- 
mer. While  land  negotiations  are  going  forward  the  master  plan  for  this  unioue 
facility  is  being  prepared  by  a  private  firm  for  Clark  County.  Thus,  the  park 
has  beco-e  an  irportant  consideration  since  the  draft  formulation.  Thouali  Rain- 
bow Gardens  area  is  rentioned  in  the  draft,  the  Las  Vegas  Wash  wetland  area  is 
not,  nor  is  the  planned  Clark  County  Park  which  includes  both. 

At  the  Las  Vegas  Convention  Center  hearing  this  suiw-er,  Clark  County  Commissioner 
Robert  Brcadbent  drew  attention  to  the  impact  of  the  transmission  line  corridor 
upon  the  Rainbow  Gardens  and  the  Wash  sectors  of  this  park.  The  visual  impact 
and  irrpact  of  tower  construction  and  maintenance  roads  in  these  scenic  recreation 
sectors  of  the  potential  park  should  be  treated  in  the  final  LIS.  The  additional 
IPP  lines  and  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  lines  make  a  total  of  six 
lines  in  the  corridor  with  the  present  line  and  greatly  widen  the  corridor. 

The  WDC  is  on  record  as  ready  to  aid  mitigation  negotiations  reaarding  these 
severe  impacts  on  the  future  Clark  County  Wetland  Park.  The  Committee  has  met  with 
companies  proposing  the  five  additional  lines  and  hopes  for  mutually  beneficial 
adjustments  for  pirk  and  power  transmission  in  the  same  land  area. 


District  Manager,  BLM 
Ref:  1792  AWV  (U-921) 


August  20.  1980 


The  W0C  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  respond  to  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy 
System  EIS  Draft  and  looks  forward  to  reviewing  the  final  EIS. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Jbjuu^  /^LcJt^- 


(Mrs.)  Glade  Koch 

cc:  John  W.  Arlidge 
Bruce  Campbell 
Robert  C.  Nauert 

Dell  Waddoups 

GK/dg 


Las  Vegas  Wash  Development  Committee.  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

Response  108-1 

The  Las  Vegas  Wash  is  being  studied  by  Clark  County  Parks  and  Recreation 
and  Comprehensive  Planning  Departments  for  the  potential  development  of  a 
wetlands  park.  An  environmental  analysis  is  being  conducted  by  Clark  County 
to  analyze  the  feasibility  of  developing  recreation  uses.  Following  the 
environmental  analysis  and  public  input  on  the  alternatives  developed  a 
detailed  master  plan  will  be  prepared  by  Clark  County.  After  this  is  done 
land  will  be  acquired  from  BLM,  Henderson,  and  Las  Vegas  to  develop  the 
master  plan.  As  yet,  no  application  has  been  made  to  BLM  for  any  such  lands 


measures  set  Torth  in  this  EIS  are  followed,  these  lines  and  the  corridor 
would  not  affect  the  development  of  this  wetlands  park  (personal  communica- 
tion Dirick  Van  Gorp,  Clark  County  Parks  and  Recreation  Department,  Septea- 
ber  11,  1980). 

The  Rainbow  Gardens  area  is  also  being  considered  for  development  and 
incorporation  into  the  wetlands  park  system,  but  likewise  no  application  has 
been  received  from  Clark  County  for  these  BLM-administered  lands.  Until  such 
time  as  an  application  is  made  for  these  lands,  those  corridors  for  the 
transmission  lines,  both  proposed  and  existing,  have  to  be  managed  and  admin- 
istered by  BLM  in  accordance  with  currently  available  information. 


l-O 


Steve  Flint,  Logan,  Utah 

Response  109-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  Baking 
process. 


Arc  WiCtlch 
265  W.  1500  N. 
Vernal,  UT  84078 


August  20,  1980 


Mr.  Morgan  Jensen 
BLM  District  Manager 
P.O.  Box  724 
1579  N.  Main  St. 
Cedar  City,  UT  84720 


Dear  Mr.  Jensen, 


I  would  like  to  say  first  off,  that  the  BLM  did  a  fine  job  preparing 
the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

I  feel  however  that  there  are  no  advantages  to  building  this  system, 
and  the  only  logical  choice  is  Alternative  5  (Energy  Conservation  and  the 
Development  of  Alternative  Sources). 

Being  a  Utah  resident,  and  frequent  traveler  to  southern  Utah,  I  am 
primarily  concerned  with  the  impacts  this  system  would  have  on  t'tah.   While 
Nevada  and  Utah  wculd  receive  virtually  all  of  the  adverse  environmental 
effects,  we  would  receive  only  16/C  of  the  power  from  the  proposed  2,500  Mv 
plant  as  California  receives  the  remaining  84%.   As  I  see  it,  there  are 
four  very  important  adverse  environmental  impacts. 

1.)  Air  quality  standards  would  probably  be  exceeded  in  at  least  three 
Class  I  areas  (Zion,  Bryce  Canyon,  and  Capitol  Reef  National  Parks). 

2.)  As  you  know,  water  is  a  valuable  resource  In  the  Southwest,  and 
mining  groundwater  from  the  Navajo  Sandstone  Formation,  for  the  Alton  coal 
fields,  will  probably  have  an  effect  on  the  existing  water  users.   The  re- 
sults from  the  Utah  Division  of  Water  Rights  study  on  this  matter  will  be 
crucial. 

3.)  Certain  endangered  species  of  plants  and  animals  will  be  adversely 
effected. 

4.)  There  will  be  definite  visibility  impacts  In  the  area,  including 
Zion  National  Park.   The  photo-simulations  were  very  helpful  in  this  regard, 
but  hopefully*never  have  to  see  how  accurate  these  simulations  are  to  real 
life.   The  visual  simulations  (Figures  4-1  and  4-2)  depicted  a  haze  like 
Provo's  or  Salt  Lake  City's.   Gentlemen,  Zion  National  Park  deserves  better 
treatment  than  that  I 

St.  George  would  only  receive  52  of  the  power  from  the  proposed  2,500  Mw 
8*/stem(Al  ternative  1),  but  it  doesn't  even  need  that,  due  to  it's  relation- 
ship with  Utah  Power  and  Light  Company.   It  also  doesn't  need  the  water  from 
the  proposed  Warner  Valley  water  project,  due  to  the  present  Snow  Canyon 
project . 

It  is  estimated  that  Alternative  1  will  save  us  25  million  barrels  of 
oil  annually,  while  Alternative  5  would  save  us  43.5  million  barrels  of  oil 
annually,  therefore  Alternative  5  is  clearly  the  superior  choice. 

I  am  a  strong  proponent  of  energy  independence  from  foreign  interests, 
but  the  best  way  to  achieve  this  is  by  changing  to  renewable  alternative 
forms  of  energy.   By  post-ponlng  this  switch,  and  continuing  our  dependence 
on  non-renewable  fossil  fuels,  we  are  only  making  the  transition  more 
costly. 


Art  Wittich,  Vernal,  Utah 

Response  110-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process.  However,  as  indicated  in  the  Air  Quality  section  under  Alternative 
3  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS,  the  proposed  project  is  not  expected  to 
exceed  air  quality  standards  at  Capitol  Reef  National  Park. 

Response  110-2 

The  Utah  State  Engineer  will  make  a  decision  concerning  the  use  of  this 
water  only  after  pumping  tests  have  been  concluded.  See  the  discussion  on 
impacts  of  pumping  ground  water  in  the  Water  Resources  section  under  Alterna- 
tive 1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  for  more  information  on  this  matter. 

Response  110-3 

Endangered  plants  and  animal  species  would  be  affected  differently  by 
each  of  the  alternatives.  Examples  of  these  impacts  are  discussed  in  the 
Vegetation:  Species  of  Concern  and  Wildlife:  Species  of  Concern  sections  in 
Alternatives  1,  2,  3,  and  4  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 

Response  110-4 

The  visual  simulations  (figs.  4-2  and  4-3)  are  revised  in  the  final  EIS 
to  provide  a  better  means  of  comparison  between  the  photograph  of  the  exist- 
ing situation  and  the  simulated  photograph  of  impacts  on  visibility.  The 
revised  figures  include  a  computer  simulation  of  the  existing  situation. 
This  facilitates  a  more  accurate  comparison  of  the  photographs. 

Response  110-5 

Refer  to  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  of  Chapter  1 
in  the  final  EIS  for  the  discussion  on  water  and  energy  needs  for  the  city  of 
St.  George.  BLM  reiterates  that  St.  George  does  not  need  the  power  and  water 
represented  by  the  AWV  project. 


Page  2 

Mr.  Morgan  Jensen 


I  have  two  questions  concerning  the  DEIS:   First,  with  Nevada  Power 
Company's  increased  PSD  permit  for  their  Reid  Gardner  plant  (25  miles  away), 
will  the  Harry  Allen  plant  be  able  to  comply  with  the  established  air 
quality  standards? 

Secondly,  is  the  A-WV  system  being  analyzed  as  a  single  development, 
or  in  conjunction  with  the  other  numerous  (existing  and  proposed)  South- 
western power,  plants,  coal  mines,  water  developments,  mineral  developments, 
and  the  MX  missile  system?   As  you  know,  the  cumulative  effect  of  these 
_would  have  a  devastating  impact  on  the  Southwest  as  we  know  it  today. 

The  DEIS  states  that  some  of  the  adverse  impacts  are  unavoidable,  and 
that  they  will  "only"  last  during  the  projects  life.   Well  I  don't  want 
to  wait  '0  years  to  see  this  area  unimpaired  again.   And  I  don't  want 
the  Southwest  ruined  for  the  sake  of  California's  electricity  demands. 

Thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  comment  on  the  A-WV  system. 


Response  110-6 

Possible  interactions  between  Reid  Gardner  Units  1  through  4  and  the 
Harry  Allen  powerplant  and  potential  violations  of  NAAQS  and  PSD  increments 
are  being  considered  by  EPA.  This  concern  would  have  to  be  resolved  before 
the  issuance  of  a  PSD  permit  by  EPA  for  Harry  Allen. 

Response  110-7 

Cumulative  impacts  that  would  result  fron  this  and  other  projects  are 
discussed  in  the  final  EIS  where  appropriate. 


Sincerely, 


ncejely. 


to 

-p- 


Art  Wittich 


© 


'«%     J      J     LOS  ANGELES  AREA  CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE 


DIANA  OLSON 

P'OlncT  Min»f)«t 
D*v«topm*ni  1  CnvitoniitnUl  Council 

■nnwi 


August  21 ,  1980 


Mr.  Morgan  Jensen: 


The  attached  report  on  the  Allen- 
Warner  Valley  Energy  System  is  being 
sent  pursuant  to  our  matlgram  to  you 
on  this  date. 


ho 


LOS  ANGELES  AREA  CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE 

COMMITTEE   REPORT  TO  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS 
August  7.    1980 


WATER  AND   ENERGY  COMMITTEE 
Peter  de  Wetter,   Chairman 

ALLEN-WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM 


FOR  ACTION 


RECOMMENDATION 

That  the  Los  Angeles  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce  support  the  development 
of  the  coal-based  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  by  the  Southern 
California  Edison  Company  and  other  Western  electric  utilities  as  a 
major  source  of  electric  energy  for  the  Southwest,  including  the  Los 
Angeles  Area. 

STATEMENT 

The  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  is  essential  if  Southern  California 
is  to  have  the  electrical  generating  capacity  sufficient  to  meet  the  needs 
of  its  citizens.   In  supporting  construction  of  this  system,  the  Chamber 
must  continue  to  stimulate  greater  public  awareness  of  the  serious  con- 
sequences to  our  economic,  physical  and  social  well-being  which  would 
result  from  a  shortage  of  reliable,  affordable  electric  energy. 

BACKGROUND 

Description  of  the  Allen-Warner 
Valley  Energy  System 

The  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  consists  of  five  separate  develop- 
ment projects:  The  Alton  Coal  Field  near  Kanab,  Utah,  the  Alton  Coal 
Slurry  Pipelines,  the  Wirner  Valley  Generating  Station  near  St.  George, 
Utah,  the  Harry  Allen  Generating  Station  In  Southern  Nevada,  and  the 
associated  electric  power  transmission  lines.   The  mine  produces  the 


Water  t   Energy  Committee 
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Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System 
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prinary  energy  resource,  the  pipelines  convey  it  to  the  two  power  plants 
that  convert  it  to  electricity,  and  the  transmission  lines  deliver  it  to 
energy  rr-arkets  throughout  the  southwest,  including  the  Los  Angeles  Area. 


I; 


The  coal  field  includes  approximately  28,000  acres  of  coal  leases,  enough 
coal  to  fuel  2,500  megawatts  of  electric  generating  capacity  for  more 
than  35  years.    There  is  sufficient  water  in  deep  aquifers  to  prepare 
coal-water  slurry  for  pipeline  transportation. 


The  Warner  Valley  Generating  Station  will  have  two  units  with  a  total 
capacity  of  500-neqawat ts .   The  Harry  Allen  Generating  Station  will  have 
four  units  with  a  total  capacity  of  2,000  megawatts. 

The  Nevada  Power  Conpany ,  which  is  managing  the  development  of  the  Allen- 
Warner  Valley  Energy  System,  the  Pacific  Gas  £  Electric  Company  and  the 
City  of  St.  George,  Utah,  as  well  as  the  Southern  California  Edison 
Cor-pany ,  are  participating  in  the  preliminary  studies  and  activities 
necessary  to  secure  regulatory  approvals.   Participation  in  the  energy 
systenwill  vary  according  to  the  requirements  of  the  participants.   In 
general,  however,  it  is  currently  anticipated  that  Edison  will  own  25£ 
of  the  Warner  Valley  Station  and  kQ%   of  the  Allen  Station. 


Los  Angeles  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Los  Angeles,  California 

Response  111-1 

UI1  is  currently  testing  the  deep  aquifer  (Navajo  Sandstone)  in  order  to 
determine  if  sufficient  water  exists  for  coal  slurry  transportation  without 
adverse  impacts  on  existing  water  users. 


The  Alton  coal  fjfne  is  to  be  operated  by  Utah  International  Incorporated, 
an  experienced  mine  operator.   The  proposed  coal  slurry  pipeline  system 
will  consist  of  a  slurry  preparation  plant  near  the  mine,  183  miles  of 
22-inch  pipeline  to  the  Allen  Generating  Station  and  70  miles  of  12-inch 
pipeline  to  the  Warner  Valley  Generating  Station.   Southern  Pacific  Pipe 
Lines  Cor-Dany  is  doing  the  pipeline  engineering  and  environmental  studies 
under  contract  to  Nevada  Power.   It  is  expected  that  a  new  company  will 
be  formed  to  construct  and  operate  the  line. 

Two  500,0C0-volt  transmission  lines  will  bring  power  from  the  Allen 
Generating  Station  into  the  existing  transmission  networks  of  California. 
Other  transmission  lines  will  be  constructed  especially  to  serve  Las  Vegas 
and  St.  George. 

The  Need  for  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System 

The  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  will  serve  the  Southern  California 
Edison  utility  system  which  supplies  nearly  all  the  electricity  to  light 
and  air  condition  the  homes  and  operate  the  businesses  of  eight  million 
people  in  the  metropolitan  area  immediately  surround! ng  the  City  and 
County  of  Los  Angeles.   In  1979  providing  energy  for  these  homes  and  busi- 
nesses required  generating  plants  with  a  capacity  of  15.000  megawatts, 
which  produced  energy  equivalent  to  70  million  barrels  of  oil. 


Over 
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Ouring  the  '70s,  Southern  California  outpaced  the  nation  In  population 
growth,  new  jobs  and  economic  activity.   To  some  extent,  a  growth  trend 
will  continue.   Even  though  the  high  cost  of  primary  energy  resources 
and  the  success  of  conservation  programs  has  reduced  the  rate  at  which 
electric  energy  consumption  could  be  expected  to  grow,  the  demand  growth 
curve  for  electricity  is  still  expected  to  rise  at  about  2.8  percent  pe" 
year  for  the  coming  decade  in  the  Southern  California  Edison  service 
area   Host  of  that  growth  will  be  required  to  serve  a  larger  population 
Land  the  corresponding  increase  in  economic  activity. 

"To  serve  this  increasing  de-and,  to  replace  old,  inefficient  generating 
units  and  to  co-pensate  for  the  termination  of  existina  power  purchase 
contracts  with  ether  utilities,  Southern  California  Edison  will  have  to 
find  approximately  6300  megawatts  of  additional  capacity  by  1990   The 
Allen-Warner  Valley  System  could  supply  more  than  15  percent  of  that 
capacity   The  consequences  of  failure  to  find  this  additional  capacity 
would  include  increased  risk  of  service  interruptions  in  the  mid  to  late 
iS-Os,  increased  consur.pt  ion  of  imported  oil  and  higher  electric  rates. 

"Completion  of  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  and  the  participation 
of  California  utilities  will  mean  a  reduction  in  California  oil  consumption 
by  approximately  20  million  barrels  annually  and  an  oil  cost  reduction  of 
more  than  SoOO  million  annually,  based  on  current  prices.   It  will  supply 
the  electric, ty  needs  of  more  than  one  million  Californians  and  provide 
electricity  for  a  half  million  jobs  which  will  contribute  $15  billion 
_annually  to  personal  incomes. 


Environmental  Considerations 

Concerns  have  been  raised  regarding  potential  impacts  on  the  environment 
and  surrounding  geographic  areas.   Nevada  Power  Company,  the  project  man- 
ager, together  with  several  federal  agencies,  has  worked  more  than  six 
years  at  engineering  and  environmental  studies  costing  more  than  $9  million 
with  the  intention  of  identifying  and  mitigating  any  potential  effects. 

[""Air  quality  emissions  from  the  plants  will  meet  applicable  Environmental 

Protection  Agency  standards  protecting  public  health  and  welfare  and  work 
(_is  being  done  to  mitigate  potential  visibility  impacts. 


Response  111-2 

Your  concerns  are  addressed  in  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project 
section  of  Chapter  1  in  the  final  EIS. 

Response  111-3 

According  to  CPUC  (staff  reports,  1980),  the  capacity  represented  by  the 
proposed  Harry  Allen  powerplant  would  be  needed  for  displacing  oil-fired 
capacity  and  not  for  increased  load  growth  or  for  reliability  reasons. 

Response  111-4 

Your  views 
process. 


this  matter  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 


Response  111-5 

Although  NAAQS  (established  to  protect  public  health  and  welfare)  would 
probably  be  met,  studies  show  that  the  PSD  increments  designed  to  prevent 
significant  deterioration  of  air  quality  standards  may  not  be  met  for  SO,. 
Visibility  impacts  are  largely  caused  by  NO,,  and  only  very  limited  control 
has  been  developed  for  this.  The  potential  impacts  are  presented  in  more 
detail  in  the  Air  Quality  section  under  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the 
final  EIS. 

Response  111-6 

The  sources  of  water  for  proposed  alternatives  are  discussed  in  the  text 
in  the  Dry  Lake,  Nevada  and  Las  Vegas  Wash  and  the  Warner  Valley  Water  Pro- 
ject section  under  Alternatives  1,  2,  3,  and  4  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 

Response  111-7 

Your  comments  concerning  the  routing  of  the  Interstate  Highway  15  trans- 
mission corridor  to  avoid  Federally  proposed  Wilderness  Study  Areas  are  con- 
sidered in  the  final  EIS.  See  the  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  sections  in 
Chapter  4. 


rThe  proposed  Western  Transmission  System  to  deliver  power  from  the  Allen- 
Warner  Valley  Energy  System  is  planned  within,  or  adjacent  to,  existing 
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transmission  corridors  wherever  possible.   In  California,  the  plan  is 
to  follow  Interstate  Highway  15  and  an  existing  Edtson  138,000  volt 
transmission  line  to  avoid  federally  proposed  wilderness  study  areas. 
The  preferred  plan  was  the  result  of  more  than  six  months  of  concentrated 
studies  which  included  envi  ronmenta 1 ,  socioeconomic ,  ethnolog  ical  and 
engineering  investigations. 

In  the  end,  however,  the  acquisition  of  this  valuable  energy  facility  Is 
dependent  upon  the  resolution  of  the  one  key  licensing  dilemma:   no  one 
agency  is  charged  with  the  responsibility  of  balancing  the  environmental 
issues  against  the  total  public  interest.   In  our  efforts  to  protect  the 
environment,  a  nunber  of  single-purpose  agencies  have  been  created,  often 
with  conflicting  aims,  such  as  reducing  dependence  on  foreign  oil,  serv- 
ing consumers'  needs,  and  insuring  our  economic  well-being,  and  protecting 
the  environment. 

Our  nation  and  our  community  must  recognize  that  coal-fired  power  plants 
are  an  essential  option  to  serve  the  public  and  that  we  cannot  afford  to 
pasj  the  buck  from  one  agency  to  the  next  regarding  power  plant  approvals. 

Regulatory  Status  of  the  Project 

Since  April  197^,  the  lead  agency,  Nevada  Power  Company,  has  been  conduct- 
ing preliminary  engineering  and  environmental  studies.   In  September  of 
1975.  a  six-volume  report  was  submitted  to  the  federal  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM) ,  lead  agency  on  the  federal  side.   Since  then,  additional 
i  nforma  tion  has  been  supplied  to  the  Bureau  for  the  Envi  ronmenta )  Impact 
Statement  required  to  comply  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA) .   The  Alton  Coal  Field  is  included  in  the  Southern  Utah  Regional 
Coal  Development  Environmental  Impact  Statement  issued  in  Hay  1 979  - 

The  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  decision  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  on  the  system  is  expected  from  BLM  by  late  November  1980. 
The  Environmental  Protection  Agency's  decision  on  the  air  quality  Preven- 
tion of  Significant  Deterioration  (PSD)  Permits  is  also  expected  before  the 
end  of  1°30.   Southern  California  Edison  Company  and  Pacific  Gas  and 
Electric  Company  anticipate  a  decision  on  their  application  to  the  Cali- 
fornia Public  Utilities  Commission  (CPUC)  for  Certificates  of  Public 
Convenience  and  Necessity  in  January  1 98 1 _   This  schedule  should  make  it 
possible  to  obtain  the  other  necessary  federal,  state  and  local  permits 
for  construction  of  the  energy  complex  beginning  in  early  I98I  ,   Both  the 
BLM  and  CPUC  are  currently  holding  public  hearings  on  the  project.   The 
first  unit  of  the  Warner  Valley  Station  could  be  placed  in  commercial 
operation  in  1985- 


Response  111-8 

BLM  was  provided  with  a  preliminary  decision  regarding  PSD  from  Region 
VIII  of  the  EPA  in  October  1980.  A  decision  regarding  PSO  from  Region  IX  of 
the  EPA  is  pending.  The  CPUC  decision  on  a  Certificate  of  Public  Convenience 
and  Necessity  is  expected  in  December  1980.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is 
expected  to  make  his  decision  before  January  1981. 
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Economics  and  Energy  Policy 

Neither  the  United  States,  the  state  of  California,  nor  the  Los  Angeles 
area  any  longer  have  the  luxury  of  choosing  a  "favorite"  form  of  energy. 
We  must  develop  all  our  options.   Energy,  the  capacity  to  work,  is  the 
basis  of  a  prosperous  economy.   Our  available  energy  appears  to  be  shrink- 
ing relative  to  the  needs  of  our  people,  and  our  economy  is  feeling  the 
effect. 

Although  no  one  new  technology  alone  will  be  able  to  generate  power  in 
sufficient  quantities  to  meet  the  needs  of  Southern  California  in  the 
last  years  of  this  decade,  Southern  California  Edison,  like  other  utili- 
ties, is  pursuing  conservation,  cogenera t ion  ,  and  the  development  of 
every  promising  new  energy  technology,  notably  wind  generation,  solar 
power,  and  geothermal  energy  in  an  effort  to  be  ready  with  the  most 
advanced  technology  when  these  sources  become  economically  viable. 

[~Hcv,ever,  in  the  near  term,  coal  remains  our  best  option  for  new  power 
I  supplies.   The  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  will  supply  energy  to 
I  consumers  at  lov.er  cost  than  other  alternatives  now  available  and  will  pay 
I  for  itself  with  the  money  saved  on  oil  alone. 

The  national  qo?l  of  reducing  our  dependence  on  foreign  oil  is  urged  at 
every  level  of  government  and  by  every  shade  of  political  opinion.   Both 
President  Carter  and  Republican  nominee  Reagan  have  stated  that  the  sur- 
vival of  the  United  States  depends  on  its  ability  to  reduce  our  ties  to 
OPEC  oil . 

Yet,  despite  efforts  by  the  federal  government  to  reduce  oil  imports,  since 
the  announcement  of  Project  Independence  by  President  Nixon  nearly  a  decade 
ago,  the  U.S.  has  doubled  its  imports  of  OPEC  oil. 

The  western  states  are    in  a  unique  position  to  respond  to  the  national 
challenge.   Proven  low-sulfur  coal  reserves  in  the  West  total  200  billion 
tons,  I)0>  of  the  nation's  supply.   At  our  present  rate  of  consumption,  that 
Is  enough  coal  to  provide  for  the  country's  total  energy  needs  for  the  next 
200  years. 

ARGUMENTS  IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE  RECOHMENDATI ON 

1.  Reduces  dependence  on  OPEC  oil,  which  has  had  such  adverse  impacts  on 
our  economy. 

2.  Coal  is  a  relatively  low  cost  energy  resource,  readily  available,  and 
our  only  viable  option  for  the  mid  to  late  '80s. 


Response  111-9 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process.  Although  the  applicants  have  stated  that  the  proposed  AWV  energy 
system  is  the  most  cost-effective  method  to  meet  the  energy  needs  in  their 
respective  service  areas,  contradicting  positions  are  held  by  the  CPUC  staff, 
the  Environmental  Defense  Fund,  and  other  organizations,  agencies,  and  indi- 
viduals, as  evidenced  by  correspondence  included  in  this  volume. 
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3.   Additional  electrical  generating  capacity  is  essential  tr  the  economic 
well  being  of  this  area  despite  efforts  to  develop  conservation  and 
new  technologies . 

ARGUMENTS  AGAINST  THE  RECOMMENDATION 

1.  There  are  potential  deleterious  air  quality  impacts  to  a  heretofore 
pr  i  s  t  ine  area . 

2.  Water  resources  for  the  coa 1  slurry  pipeline  have  not  been  fully 
explored  and  night  better  be  used  for  other  purposes. 

3.  A  major  project  such  as  this  may  well  have  adverse  impacts  on  endangered 
species  in  the  area. 

co.-iCLL'sic:; 


The  coal-ftred  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  is  a  good  example  of  a 
much  needed  project  which  will   benefit  the  nation,  the  Southwest,  California 
and  the  Los  Angeles  Area,  and  is  deserving  of  the  Chamber's  endorsement 
and  active  support. 


-L- 
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District  Manager 

Cedar   City   District 

Bureau   of    Land    Management 

P.O.    Box    724 

Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 


Re:  Allen-Warner  Valley  Draft  EIS 


Ladies  and  Gentlemen: 


Please  consider  the  following  brief  comments  on  the  Allen- 
Warner  Valley  proposal: 


1.  Of  the  proposed  alternatives,  Alternative  5  is 
clearly  the  rr.ost  preferable.  There  can  be  little  d 
avoiding  major  changes  in  geographic  features  and 
large  scale  socioeconomic  problems  by  fully  develo 
simple  methods  of  conservation  combined  with  some 
energy  source  development  is  the  preferred  alterna 
these  options,  including  serious  policy  changes  by 
corpanics  and  the  City  of  St,  George  are  made  to  i 
the  conservation  option  is  fully  implemented ,  the 
proposed  system  may  well  disappear  or  at  least  be 
significantly.  While  it  may  be  difficult  to  sugge: 
posing  strict  conservation  measures  on  the  public 
overall  public  interest,  I  believe  this  is  the  ca: 
preferable  to  massive  construction. 


m  my  view, 
ispute  that 
avoiding 
ping  relatively 
alternative 
tive.  Once 

the  utility 
ssure  that 
need  for  the 
postponed 
t  that  im- 
is  in  the 
e  and  is 


2.  If  afte-  implementation  of  all  available  conservation  and 
alternative  energy  options  some  new  plant  is  needed,  the  best 
choice  would  be  development  of  the  Harry  Allen  plant  site  only, 
using  esisting  road  and  rail  transportation  to  supply  coal  from 
existing  mines  in  Carbon  and  Emery  counties.  The  Warner  Valley 
site  and  the  Alton  coal  fields  should  be  preserved  for  future 
needs,  preferably  to  be  developed  by  local  entities  as  a 

mine  mouth  plant  of  smaller  scale. 

3.  The  integrity  of  the  National  Parks  must  be  preserved.  Figures 
4-1  and  4-2  in  the  DEIS  speak  louder  than  many  thousands  of 
words.  Such  impacts  on  visibility  in  Zion  are  unacceptable 

and  would  destroy  the  integrity  and  beauty  of  the  park.  Bryce 
also  should  not  be  subjected  to  mining  which  will  be  an  eyesore 
and  perhaps  damage  the  delicate  structures  of  the  park,  as 
well  as  ruining  the  panoramic  views. 

4.  Coal  processing  and  coal  slurries  are  a  very  poor  use  of 
water  and  should  not  be  used.  Water  should  be  maintained  for 
higher  priority  uses  and  should  be  protected,  both  as  to 
endangered  species  in  streams  and  as  to  agricultural  and  domestic 
use  which  may  be  permanently  damaged  by  polluting  or  even  simply 
draining  springs . 


Bruce  Plenk,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

Response  112-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  final  EIS. 


Bruce  Plenk 
125  h   Street 
Salt  Lake  City 
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li»16  Butler  Avenu 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 
84102 


District  Snnervisor 
Cedar  City  District 
Bureau  Of  Land  Management 
Cedar  fiity,  Utah 


Dear  Sir: 


W 

U3 
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I  am  writing  to  express  two  very  basic  concerns  abcut  the  proposed 
V,'arr.er  Valley  power  plant,  which  Is  currently  sited  20  miles  south  of 
Kurriccas  Utah,  with  a  coal  source  in  the  Alton  Field  near  Bryce  Canyon 
National  Park. 

First,  and  this  is  the  toughest  question,  vhy  is  yet  another  plant 
cping  proposed  to  solid  the  pristi:".c.a  (relatively)  air  of  Utah  to  run 
hair  dryers  ar.d  tcel  var-rer:  in  California  ?  It  ae-59  clear  that  the 
economics  of  such  a  project  are  the  most  favorable  to  the  developers  of 
the  project,  but  not  quite  so  beneficial  to  the  people  of  Utah.  It'B 
clear  that  the  people  of  California  should  pay  the  real  cost  nf  to  Utah 
for  their  power,  and  no  current  proposal  ever  assesses  the  real  cost. 

Second,  I  believe  that  the  current  proposal  for  coal  transportation 
is  by  cia.r.3  of  a  slurry  pipeline.  This  method  is  fine  in  a  humid  area,  but 
clearly  the  clirate  of  southwestern  Utah  is  not  the  place  for  a  water  use  so 
obviously  demanding  of  scarce  (relatively )  local  water.  Apparently  a  fair 
number  of  local  farmers  and  cattle-crrt  believe  that  this  project™  will 
threaten  their  livelihoods.  If  this  is  the  case,  tht  proposed  project 
r^ust  pay  that  co3t,  and  I  can  confidently  predict  that  it  does  not  offer 
to  pay  the  real  cost  of  disrupting  the  livelihoods  of  its  neighbors. 
These  questions  should  be  answered  in  more  advanced  detail  brad! 
before  your  office  and  your  bureau  place  any  approval  of  disapproval 
on  this  proposal. 


Clark  C.  deNcvers,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

Response  113-1 

In  response  to  future  energy  needs,  various  projects  and  methodologies 
are  investigated  and  eventually  proposed.  The  actual  makeup  of  these  energy 
projects  depends  on  a  number  of  parameters,  including  location  of  market, 
location  of  energy  source,  type  of  system  proposed,  etc.  The  reasoning  as  to 
why  a  project  is  proposed  as  designed  (i.e.,  the  AWV  energy  system)  is  a 
priority  of  the  proponents  of  such  a  project  and  the  individuals,  local  and 
State  governments,  and  organizations  involved.  The  E1S  is  an  attempt  to 
gauge  the  proposed  project  against  the  impacts  that  would  occur  to  the  envi- 
ronment with  its  implementation.  These  findings  are  one  of  several  tools 
used  in  making  a  final  decision. 

Response  113-2 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  final  decision  Baking 
process. 
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CI  irk  C.  di;;;cvers.  -  -- 
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August  21,   1950 


"r.    Y"r-~-r.  Jer.con 

District  Manager 

3uz«au  c:   Lar/i  Kar.age-ent 

?0  Box  72-- 

Ceiar  City,   Utah     E-720 
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letter  with  the  Allen-Vlarner  Valley  Energy  System 


Ger.r.le-em 


the  Allen-Warner  Valley 
reasons  why  t.nis  prcjec' 


ir.ergy  System,   I   feel  there 
shoiild  not  be    built  as  pro- 


"-^3  rr  L'tVn's  National  Parks  will   te   adversely  affected   by  the   building 
c«-  the   1VVXS.     The  proxir.ity  of  the  Warner  Valley  Plant  to  Zion  National 
Par  iTccuid"  violate   the  Class  I   Air  Quality  in  the  Park.      The  proximity 
of  the  Alton  Kills  coal  fields  strip  mining  operations  could  cause 
dust  fron  excavations  to  obscure   the   visual  range   from  Bryce  Canyon's 
scenic  T3Yi--a  Fjir.t  overlook   by  &-Z,      The  parks  are   a  valuable   part 
of  -Jtah's  soe.-.ic  and  recreational  resources.      To  endanger  their  quality 
for" the  very  s^all  amount  of  energy  Utah  would  receive  from  the  AWES 
seens  foolish. 

A-other  of  Utah's  scarce  resources  is  water.      10,000  acre  feet  of 
g'ou-d  water  is   to  be   sacrificed  yearly   for  the  AWVES   slurries.      The 
ground  water  is  fro-   the  Navajo  aquifer,   which  supplies  spring  and  well 
water   for  local  ranchers.      Their   livliehood  depends  upon  the   avail- 
ability of  this  water.     Again,    for  such  a  small  energy  gain  to  Utah, 
this  see-s  unfair. 

It   in   tir.S   to   realize   that    trade-offs  like  these   can  no  longer   be  made. 
The'sta'es  are  far   too  high  to   continue   to  emphasize   such  an  unrenew- 
abie   e-er-ysource  as  coal.      Viable  options  are   now  available  for  alter- 
r.a*=  sources  of  energy  as  well  as  conservation  measures.      I  suggest 
'-at   the"?!:-',  select  Alternative  5  -   the  Energy  Conservation  and   Alternate 
Er=xry  Sources  Alternative,   as  a  realistic  solution  to  future  needs. 


Pat  Ehrman 

Response  114-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered 
process. 


in  the  decision  Baking 


Sincerely, 
Pat  Ehr-ar. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

REGIONAL    CIVIL    ENGINEER     WESTERN    REGION    lAFESC) 
630  SANS0ME  STREET  -  ROOM  1316 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94111 


® 


20  August  1980 


»„i,ic-   The  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  draft  EIS 
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to:      District  "maaer 

Cedar  City  District 
E^rcs-  cf  Land  rimagerrent 
P.O.  Box  724 
Cedar  City,   Utah     84720 

i.     Vr.e  relieving  cc.ii.ients  are  offered     on  subject  DEIS 

a.  Concerning  George  AFD,  Victorville  California.     There  may  be 
potential  conflicts  between  low  level  aircrew  training  routes  and  any  or 
all  of  the  four  alternative  routes  for  the  western  transmission  system. 
Trv;  tr -:.- i :-•:; t:.; i  systcri  iw,   also  interfere  with  takeoffs  and   landings 
in  the  vicinity  of  Ocor-je  ;.F3.     However,  we  cannot  cccment  specifically 
sir.ro  the  EIS  coos  not  c;;:-.riibe  heights  of  transmission  line  towers  nor 
does  it  show  transmission  line  alignments  with  sufficient  detail  in  the 
areas  cf  these  potential  conflicts.     We  atpect  to  soon  receive  the 
Er.vir'r.-'-ntal  L-pact  Pcport  for  the  western  transmission  system  from  the 
California  Public  Utilities  admission.     We  understand  that  the  EIR 
contains  detailed  right-of-ways  and  a  description  of  the  transmission  line 
from  which  we  can  determine  conflicts  with  aircraft.     Ke  will  comment 
irore  definitively  to  the  PLC  after  we  receive  the  EIR. 

b.  The  above  comments  for  George  AFB  are  also  applicable  to  Edwards  AFB 
and  vicinity. 

c.  Possible  impacts  on  the  Nellis  ATB  Range  Operations  in  Nevada 
include 

(1)  Dry  lake  valley  construction  of  the  Dwer  plant  at  this  location 
would  require  selecting  an  alternate  bailout  area  for  training. 

(2)  Electrical  transmission  lines:   pilots  would  be  required  to 
avoid  additional  lines. 

(3)  The  wastewater  effluent  line  is  proposed  to  cross  Nellis  AFB. 
There  are  Questions  of  easement  rights,   exact  location  to  minimize  impact  to 
the     base,   and  contnjetion  phase  interference  with  Base  Operations  that 
rerain  unresolved. 


[ 


d.  Page  1-8  of  Allen  Warner-Valley  DEIS  lists  the  MX  Missile  System. 
The  Draft  EIS  for  the  MX  will  contain  information  which  should  be  useful 
in  determining  potential  land  use  conflicts  betweeen  the  MX  system  and  the 
Energy  System.  Copies  of  the  MX  DEIS  will  be  available  from: 


4  I  2.  Please  provide  AFRCE  (WR)  and  AFRCE  (MX)  a  copy  of  the  final  EIS. 


PHILLIPJ  E.  LAMMI,  Chief, 
Environmental  Planning  Division 


Cy  to:  SAF/MIQ 

AF/LEEV/RD-M 
AFSC/DEV/XRTO 
TAC/DE 

554thCES/DESEP 
Nellis  TFVJC/XP 
35CSG/DE 
6510CES/DE 
AFRCE  (MX) 
Edwards  AFFTC/XR 


Department  of  the  Air  Force,  San  Francisco,  California 

Response  115-1 

The  heights  of  the  proposed  towers  are  described  in  the  Electrical 
Transmission  Systems  sections  of  Chapter  2  in  the  final  EIS.  Exact  align- 
ments would  not  be  finalized  until  a  transmission  corridor  would  be  chosen 
and  on-ground  surveying  would  occur.  At  the  time  of  the  survey,  the  Air 
Force  officials  at  George  and  Edwards  Air  Force  Bases  would  be  notified  and 
their  concerns  properly  mitigated. 

Response  115-2 

The  placement  of  the  Harry  Allen  powerplant  and  the  proposed  transmis- 
sion lines  would  present  new  obstacles  for  pilots;  however,  these  should  be 
mitigated  through  proper  communication  with  all  parties  involved. 

Should  the  proposed  wastewater  line  to  the  Harry  Allen  powerplant  be 
authorized  across  public  land,  exact  alignment  across  Nellis  Air  Force  Base 
would  be  subject  to  the  guidelines  of  the  Air  Force. 

Response  115-3 

The  final  AWV  EIS  was  released  prior  to  the  draft  MX  document,  and 
therefore,  does  not  include  any  information  on  the  HX  system. 

Response  115-4 

AFRCE  (HX)  and  AFRCE  (WR)  are  included  on  the  final  EIS  nailing  list. 


AFTCE(MX) 
Norton  AFTi,    CA 
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Andrea  Mitchell,  Long  Beach,  California 

Response  116-1 

Yovimpa  Point,  which  is  approximately  4  to  6  miles  from  the  eastern 
portions  of  the  Alton  East  coal  lease  area,  is  located  on  the  Paunsaugunt 
Plateau  in  the  35,835-acre  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park.  Five  separate  visual 
reduction  calculations  have  been  conducted  to  estimate  visibility  reductions 
at  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park.  These  studies  indicated  visibility  reductions 
ranging  from  2.3  percent  to  64  percent. 

Response  116-2 

Initial  energy  allocations  for  the  proposed  AWV  Energy  System  would  give 
the  California  utilities  approximately  83.6  percent  of  the  total  capacity 
represented  by  the  project.  The  city  of  St.  George  would  have  additional 
unneeded  capacity  which  they  are  currently  seeking  to  "layoff"  to  prospective 
buyers  (California  utilities).  The  exact  amount  that  would  be  sold  has  not 
been  specified. 
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Tim  Hubbard,  Boulder,  Colorado 

Response  117-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 


Town  of  Springdale 


"Tlic  Zinti   Park  City" 

SpfitNCDALE,  Utah 
Augusx   20,    I960 
Morgan  Jensen 
District   :  ana.jer 
Zi.r-::u   of    L^r.i  ...ana  re  rent 
P.C.    Hex   ?2i> 
Cecar  City,    'Jtar.    z.^720 

Sv'c'eeti    Allen  V.'arr.er   Valley  Power  Project. 

Sear  l.r,    Jensen, 


the    raver 


and   city    cov 


:  il    of   Sprinrdale,    we    are    address  inr  the 
in.-   the   crooosed   construction  of  the   '.Vamer 


CO 


2.) 


will  vio;or: 
Scenic  view: 
air  and  ci:: 
air   deterio; 

♦1-  O       f 


.3    p-3cci;le    cor.s-e    to   cur 
ir.   the    process   of    oevelc.:ir.: 
.:..    .-.ity   with   '.."-tor.      '.."e    12=1 
turc    growth   as  ■.veil   as    our 


.  :?c   or.   tr.rte    sid-ss    fcy   Zicn   .'.aticr.al    Park. 
-'!;-   trot   emission.?   frc:.-.   the   '.Vamer  Vails;.'   plant 

the    Class    i   air  quality    values    cf    the   -ar/.. 

at   this   tire    are    unsurpassed   because    of    our   clean 
^r.ce    visa'cility.      Ihis   ::.ay   not    be    possible   with   the 
itior.   thil"   could   result    if   this    plant    is    built    in 


5.  ur 


3.: 


Ur  prir.ary  industry  in  Springdale  is  tourism.   Tourism  is  our 
rris.ary  source  cf  revenue  and  employment ,   ,Ve  believe  the 
ore  ration  cf  this  plant  would  seriously  damase  our  commerce. 

n  closir.r,  we  can  see  few  benefits  to  Southern  Utah  by  having  this 
located  in  ..arr.er  Valley.   Sprinrdale  has  limited  space  for 
try  and  our  obvious  potential  is  to  develop  tourism,   alternative 
r.erry  sources  such  as  solar,  wind,  -seothermal  and  conservation  can 
sure  a  future  cf  prosperity. 

y  should  Ltah-the  driest  state  in  the  nation-export  its  limited 
ter  sur-.ly  and  -:et  little  er.erry  in  return?  Shy  should  we  ^ive 
up  cur  clean  air  so  California  and  i.evada  can  continue  to  waste  our 
_r.atural  resources? 

>.'e  would  li'/.e  to  request  that  this  letter  be  included  in  the  final 
environ"  rr.tal  statement  and  decision  ma/.in^  process  for  the  nllen- 
Warr.er  Valley  or.er;y  System. 
Flease  Veer  us  informed  as  to  any  new  developments  in  this  project. 


:r^::.'.    ir: 


Aoa-J  p  ■  H  aaIi&vx^  \+ 


r,  ,c;:r.:i.mn 


;j,Ccur.cxj.;.ian  -^eo  resier, Councilman 


j  chn.icn  ,Counc  ilman 


Mayor  and  Councilmen  of  Springdale,  Utah 

Response  118-1 

Effects  of  the  Warner  Valley  water  and  power  projects  on  the  water 
resources  at  Springdale  have  not  been  addressed  specifically  in  the  EIS 
However,  since  flows  of  the  North  Fork  of  the  Virgin  River  are  not  affected 
by  this  project,  recharge  to  aquifers  in  the  Springdale  area  should  not  be 
affected.  In  addition,  the  Utah  State  Engineer  will  assess  the  impacts  of 
groundwater  pumping  in  the  Alton  lease  area  (which  could  affect  flows  of  the 
East  Fork  of  the  Virgin  River)  prior  to  granting  water  rights  to  the  propo- 
nents. 

Response  118-2 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  aakinq 
process. 


2048  La  Crcsta  Drive 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 
943-6913 

RVigust    21,    1980 


® 


Kr.  Morgan  Jensen 
District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Lsr.d  Management 
P.O.  Box  724 


1S79 


ain  5treet 


Cedar  City,  Utah   8-1720 

RZ:   The  Allen-'..'arr.er  Valley  Energy  System 

Dear  Mr .  Jensen: 


Please  include  this  letter  in  the 
Warner  '/alley  Energy  Systen  i.-i  Utah  a 


Final  Environmental  Statement  for  the 
id  Nevada. 


I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  be  involved  in  the  decision  making  process  and 
would  appreciate  receiving  a  copy  of  the  Final  Environmental  Statement  when  released. 


00 


After  carefully  studying  the  nxorou^  issues  that  face  us  today  I  have  decided  that 
the  procorvg.iwS  ::?rcsal  fcr  a  strip  nine  near  Bryce,  a  power  plant  near  Eion,  a  power 
plar.t  r.eir  Las  Vt-gas,  a  u^n  or.  the  Virgin  River,  a  coal  slurry  line  and  power  lines  is 
the  r.sst  expensive  and  least  cesir cable  alternative  presented  in  the  Draft  Environmental 
Statener.t.    I  strongly  feel  that  Alternative  5  is  the  most  preferable  alternative, 
frcn  both  a  consumers  and  envirorjnental  point  of  view.   I  urge  your  office  to  select 
Alternative  5  as  the  preferred  alternative. 

I  am  discouragea  with  the  quality  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement,  and  feel  that 
a  supplemental  statement  is  warranted.   The  supplenent  should  include  data  on  air  pol- 
lution ar.d   the  derar.ds  and  alternatives  to   coal  fired  generation.   The  afore-mentioned 
are  lacking  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement.   Additionally,  the  impacts  of  the 
coal  niine  at  Alton  should  be  included  in  the  supplemental  statement.   To  exclude  the 
Alton  Mine  is  to  piece-meal  the  decision  making  process.   The  USGS  Environmental  Stateme: 
that   covers  the  Alton  coal  field  is   a  poor  excuse  for  a  decision  making  document. 

I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  be  involved  in  the  decision  making  process  and 
look  forward  to  hearing  from  your  office  in  the  near  future. 


Xi>rt*— - 


Brian  Beard 


Brian  Beard,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

Response  119-1 

A  supplement  to  the  draft  EIS  is  not  considered  necessary  because  a 
worst-case  analysis  was  included  for  the  environmental  impact  areas  of  major 
concern,  including  air  pollution.  Alternative  5  (Energy  Conservation  and  the 
Development  of  Alternative  Energy  Sources)  was  analyzed  as  a  viable  alterna- 
tive to  coal-fired  generation.  As  shown  in  the  final  EIS,  updated  informa- 
tion from  studies  completed  for  the  OSM  draft  Southern  Utah  Petition  Evalua- 
tion  Document  (USDI,  1980)  is  used  as  a  basis  for  evaluating  the  environ- 
mental  impacts  of  proposed  mining  at  the  Alton  coal  lease  area  and  replaces 
information  previously  obtained  from  the  Development  of  Coal  Resources  in 
Southern  Utah  Final  EIS  (USDI,  USGS,  1979).        " 

Information  in  this  final  EIS  and  the  05M  EIS  will  be  collectively  used 
in  a  decision  on  the  AWV  energy  system,  including  the  Alton  coal  lease  area. 


487   Uth  Ave. 

Salt  Lake  City,    UT  84103 

Kr.    Korjin  Jensen 

District  l.ir.arer 

3uroau    of   Lsnd  Ker^a^  errent 

P.   0,    Box   724 

157?  North  y»in  Street 

Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 

Dear  Sirj 

I  on  writing  to  express  my  extreme  opposition  to  the 
Aller.-Varner  Valley  Energy  System.   If  one  were  to  try  to  devise 
a  plan  to  destroy  the  natural  beauty  of  Zion   f_nd  2ryce  National 
p-.r^,  o.-.e  could  not  conceive  of  a  poro  ef  iicientAl  en.   Locating 
*    strip  nine  within  four  -iles  of  Sryce  Park  will  obviounly 
destroy  the  air  quality  and  vistas  from  the  rim  of  the  Park) 
any  blastinr  associated  Kith  ti.o  mining  could  destroy  the 
ji-:eatora  for.-ations  th».nelveB.   Locating  the  harner  Valley 
.'lani  -here  it  is  r,ow  propound  will  jeopardize  the  air  quality 
standards  of  Zion  Park  '.nd  also  ruin  vistas  in  that  area.  A 

larje  auount  of  water  will  also  be  needed  for  those  projects 

if  it  is  dravr  froa  these  arid  regions  it  could  di-.ma^  the  ground 
water  capabilities  and  srrinjs  in  the  area  permanently. 

Tnere  are  better  alternatives  to  the  AWVES.   Under  the 
plan  preferred  cy  the  California  or.ercy  Corris.-ion,  the 
'.ii._-r.er  Valley  Plant  could  be  eliminated  altogether,  and  the 
difference  cade  up  by  conservation  and  oojeneration.   Coal  for 
the  ilier.  Plant  could  be  supplied  from  central  Utah  coal  fields. 
I  therefore  as!-,  you  to  select  Alternative  5— The  Encrcy  Co.naer- 
v.tlor.  and  Alternate  Enerr-/  Sources  Alternative  when  rrakinj  your 
reco— er.dationa.   I  also  ask  that  this  letter  be  included  in  the 
rinel  environmental  statement  and  deoiaion  Mking  froceoa  for  the 
AWE3. 

Thank  you, 


Ronald  L.  Doshier,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 


Response  120-1 

The  Alton  East  coal  lease  area,  located  approximately  4  to  6  miles  from 
Yovimpa  Point,  would  have  an  impact  on  air  quality  and  vistas  if  the  project 
would  be  implemented.  Studies  conducted  as  a  result  of  the  OSM  draft  South- 
ern  Utah  Petition  Evaluation  Document  (USDI,  1980)  indicate  that  bllsTmg 
associated  with  mining  would  have  no  effects  on  the  geological  formations  of 
the  park  For  more  details  see  the  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  sections  of 
Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 

Response  120-2 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  final  decision  makina 
process.  M 


Ronald  L.    D.shier 
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United  Slates  Departmen 


t  of  the  Inteti^|Si3Maiiili 


IN    REPLY    REFER   TO 

N3615(492) 


Memorandum 
To: 

Froa: 
Subject : 


NATIONAL  PAKK  SERVICE 
ROCKY  MO  I  MA  IN  Wvukinai.  office 

«">.■>  1'iirft-t  Si rert 

IM).  Him  y:>l!K7 

Denver.  l*«litr«idi>     MKS2& 


AUG  2  0  1980 


State  Director,    Bureau  of  Land  Management ,  _Utali      > ] f 

I  -'  j  ^__  _     i     i 

Regional  Director,  Rocky  Mountain  Regional  Office  RIJG  ?5  1£~0 

Comments  on  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System 


-f> 

C 


2 


Ue  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System. 

"it  is  our  position  that  the  unresolved  issues  surrounding  this  project  are 
of  -ajor  significance,  and  constitute  a  serious  threat  to  the  park  values 
and  resources  of  both  Bryce  Canyon  and  Zlon  National  Parks.   Most  of  the 
unresolved  Issues  surround  the  impact  of  the  Warner  Valley  Pouer  Plant  or 
cu' 1  devlop-ent  of  the  Alton  nine  on  Bryce  Canyon  and  Zion  National  Parks. 
Therefore,  ue  must  oppose  any  alternative  which  Incorporates  these  elements 
until  full  analysis  and  disclosure  has  been  made. 

"As  stated  In  our  memorandum  of  June  13,  1980,  we  believe  that  a  supplemental 
d'aft  dociraent  should  be  prepared  ai  najor  issues  become  resolved.   Addi- 
tionallv,  we  object  to  BLM's  intent  to  withhold  Identification  of  an  agency 
preferred  alternative  until  publication  of  a  final  EIS  for  this  project.   We 
b-lieve  BLM  should  not  recommend  an  agency-preferred  alternative  until  all 
of  the  resource  data  gaps  are  known,  thoroughly  addressed,  and  subjected  to 
adequate  public  comment. 

Of  -articular  importance  to  the  National  Park  Service  Is  the  resolution  of 
the'follo-ing  Issues:   (1)  compliance  with  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterlor 
atlon  (PSD)  regulations  including  visibility;  (2)  the  effect  of  the  proposed 
project  on  both  surface  and  underground  water,  and  Its  spin-off  effect  on 
flow  maintenance  and  threatened  and  endangered  species  of  the  Virgin  River, 
and  (3)  the  petition  to  declare  the  Alton  coal  field  unsuitable  for  mining. 


National  Park  Service,  Denver,  Colorado 

Response  121-1 

Refer  to  Response  22-1  concerning  the  unresolved  issues  surrounding  the 
project. 

Response  121-2 

A  supplemental  draft  document  has  not  been  prepared.  New  information 
(see  Response  22-1)  is  incorporated  into  the  final  EIS.  The  agency  preferred 
alternative  is  identified  near  the  end  of  Chapter  2. 

Response  121-3 

Refer  to  Responses  22-1  and  111-8  regarding  decisions  on  PSO  and  addi- 
tional air  quality  information.  Also  refer  to  Response  6-4  and  the  updated 
Water  Resources  section  under  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 
The  biological  opinion  concerning  aquatic  endangered  and  threatened  species 
is  included  in  Appendix  15  and  has  been  utilized  in  the  analysis  in  the  Wild- 
life: Species  of  Concern  section  under  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the 
final  EIS.  See  Response  22-2  regarding  the  Alton  coal  lease  area  unsuiUbil- 
ity  petition. 


.CONSERVE 
CNEflOY 


Save  Energy  and  Ynu  Serve  America! 


It  is  our  ooinion  that  EPA  Recion  VIII  will  not  be  able  to  issue  a  PSD 
permit  for  the  project  because  of  inadequate  data  to  determine  whether  or 
not  the  Class  I  increment  can  be  net  at  ZIon  National  Park. 


Although  the 


Proponent  has  performed  atmospheric  tracer  studies,  the  NPS  does  not  believe 
these  studies  to  be  conclusive.   These  inadequacies  also  preclude  the  deter- 
nination  of  the  frequency  of  occurrence  of  the  visibility  impairment  Identified 
in  the  draft  Environmental  Statement.   Attached  is  recent  NPS  correspondence 
to  EPA  on  this  issue,  as  well  as  back-up  technical  documentation  substantiating 
the  inadequacies  of  the  study. 

"Th«  issue  of  hvdrologtcal  impacts  is  an  important  one  to  the  National 
Park  Service   local  land  owners,  environmental  groups  and  those  parties 
participating  in  the  scoping  meetings  for  this  project.   The  E1S  does  not 
fa'rly  represent  the  uncertainties  surrounding  this  issue,  and  down-plays 
the  sl-nlflcan-e  of  the  conflicting  data  on  this  Issue.   For  example,  the 
r'S  cops  not  c-'.sccss  the  findings  of  the  Kalparowits  Coal  Development  and 
T-a-^rtatics  Studv  [August  19c1)  which  indicate  the  possibility  of 
4-...«e»*n-  the  Vir-in  River.   We  believe  that  long-term  pumping  tests  are 
appropriate  in  this  instance,  and  that  the  likelihood  of  contamination  of 
zrou-d  water  supplies  and  increasing  of  sediment  load  of  surface  waters 
r.veri?  to  be  further  analyzed. 

"the  National  Park  Sevlce  takes  exception  to  this  document's  reliance  on  the 
=oufrern  Ctab  Coal  EIS's  analysis  of  the  potential  impacts  of  mining  coal 
fro-  th"  Alton  area.   9oth  the  Kalparowits  Coal  Development  and  Transportation 
Stujv  ..„!_•„  attri'-utes  a  50X  visibility  reduction  at  Zion  National  Park 
to  operation  of  the  Warner  Valley  Power  Plant,  and  the  analyses  currently 
being  performed  for  the  Alton  unsultabili ty  petition  yield  more  current 
lnf orcat Ion. 
Attached  are  our  page  specific  and  technical  comments  for  your  conalderation. 


Response  121-4 

The  Kaiparowits  Coal  Development  and  Transportation  Study  (USOI ,  1980) 
and  several  other  studies  have  been  completed  since  the  draft  AWV  EIS  was 
released.  These  documents  are  discussed  in  the  revised  Water  Resources 
sections  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS.  Additional  information  on  the 
effects  of  mining  on  water  resources  discussed  is  in  the  OSM  Southern  Utah 
Petition  Evaluation  Document  (USDI,  1980). 

Response  121-5 

The  results  of  the  Kaiparowits  Coal  Development  Study  and  the  analyses 
for  the  Alton  unsuitabil  ity  petition  were  not  available  for  the  draft  AWV 
document  and  this  was  recognized  in  the  draft  document.  BLH  has  replaced  the 
Southern  Utah  Coal  EIS  analysis  with  appropriate  material  fron  the  studies 
performed  for  the  Alton  unsuitability  petition  in  the  final  EIS. 


L.  Lorraine  Mintzmyer 


Enclosures 


Response  121-6 

To  reflect  your  comment,  the  Comparative  Analysis  of  Alternatives  sec- 
tion is  included  in  table  2-19  of  the  final  EIS. 


ho 
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General  Comments 

The  DEIS  does  not  Include  a  comparison  of  each  of  the  six  alternatives 
using  the  criteria  previously  Identified  for  selection  of  an  "environ- 
Dentally  preferred"  alternative. 

The  DEIS  does  not  discuss  nitigation  In  sufficient  detail.   It  cannot  be 
considered  acceptable  or  cooplete  until  this  is  done. 

The  DEIS  relies  heavily  on  the  tracer  studies  conducted  at  the  Warner 
Valley  site  bv  the  North  Anerlcan  Weather  Consultants  under  contract  to 
Steams-Roger'  Engineering  Corporation.   The  NPS  has  significant  concerns 
about  these  studies,  as  outlined  in  the  enclosed  correspondence. 

The  DEIS  does  not  Include  a  discussion  of  what  criteria  will  be  used  to 
ultir.ately  detemlne  the  agency-preferred  alternative. 

The  FEIS  or  supplements  to  the  DEIS  should  include  a  discussion  on  the 
means  by  vhtcta  potential  conflicts  between  the  "agency  preterred  and 
the  "environmentallv  preferred"  alternatives  will  be  resolved. 


Page-Specific  Comments 


Discussion  of  inpacts  on  Kane  and  Washington  Counties  does  not 
identify  potential  Inpacts  on  socio-cultural  habits. 

Alternative  three  discuss  any  possible  Impacts  on  Bryce  Canyon 
National  Par*  resulting  fron  coal  raining  In  the  Alton  fields 
and  the  trucking  of  coal  to  the  Warner  Valley  Power  Plant. 

It  seems  that  the  statement  "If  this  capacity  would  be  utilized  to 
reduce  oil-fired  generation,  the  electric  consumer  would  benefit 
from  a  more  stable  fuel  price  structure  and  the  nation  would  benefit 
fron  a  reduction  In  foreign  oil  imports"  also  belongs  at  the  end 
of  the  discussion  of  Alternative  5. 

Throughout  the  DEIS,  the  Reid-Gardner  Power  Plant  is  referred  to, 
but  it  is  not  mentioned  that  studies  have  not  been  done  to  determine 
the  possible  cumulative  effects  of  this  plant  with  the  Harry  Allen 
Plant. 

Table  2-1  does  not  show  water  usage  for  construction,  etc.   Perhaps 
the  volume  needed  cannot  be  measured  in  acre-feet,  although  some 
indication  Is  necessary.   The  same  comment  is  true  for  tables  shown 
on  pages  2-23,  2-29  and  2-37. 


Response  121-7 

Appendix  6,  Standard  Operating  Procedures  is  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to 

reflect  your  comments. 

Response  121-8 

BLM  did  not  indicate  any  of  the  tracer  study  results  in  the  impact 
analysis  in  the  draft  EIS.  The  draft  EIS  only  mentions  that  the  study  was 
conducted.  None  of  the  conclusions  by  North  American  Weather  Consultants 
were  incorporated  in  the  draft  EIS.  BLM  believes  that  the  tracer  studies  do 
not  give  sufficient  information  with  respect  to  impacts  from  the  Warner 
Valley  powerplant,  especially  as  it  relates  to  Zion  National  Park.  Condi- 
tions at  the  time  of  the  studies  were  not  necessarily  representative  of 
worst-case  conditions. 

Response  121-9 

CEQ  regulations  do  not  require  the  identification  of  an  "agency  pre- 
ferred alternative"  in  a  draft  EIS  if  one  or  more  does  not  exist.  This 
selection  process  is  actuated  by  the  lead  agency  (BLM).  However,  an  agency 
preferred  alternative  appears  in  the  final  EIS  near  the  end  of  Chapter  2. 

Response  121-10 

The  environmentally  preferred  alternative  is  not  identified  in  the  final 
EIS.  The  environmentally  preferred  alternative  will,  however,  be  identified 
and  discussed  in  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Record  of  Decision. 

Response  121-11 

See  the  Socioeconomics  sections  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  concerning 
potential  socioeconomic  impacts. 

Response  121-12 

As  stated  in  the  Summary  of  the  final  EIS,  the  discussion  under  Alterna- 
tive 3  "focuses  on  those  impacts  which  would  be  substantially  different  fro« 
those  discussed  under  Alternative  1."  The  impacts  to  socioeconomics  under 
Alternative  3  would  be  significantly  different  from  those  under  Alternative  1 
because  of  the  trucking  of  coal  from  Alton.  These  socioeconomic  impacts  are 
summarized  under  Alternative  3  in  the  final  EIS  Summary. 

Response  121-13 

The  text  of  the  Summary  is  changed  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  the 

comment. 

Response  121-14 

Refer  to  Response  87-2  concerning  the  possible  cumulative  impacts  nen- 
tioned. 

Response  121-15 

Tables  2-1  and  2-8  indicate  the  anticipated  construction  needs  for  water 
for  the  Warner  Valley  and  Harry  Allen  powerplants.  Information  on  the  con- 
struction water  needs  for  other  project  elements  has  not  been  provided  by  the 
applicants.  It  is  probable,  however,  that  the  amounts  would  be  less  than 
those  shown  for  the  powerplants.  To  reflect  your  comment,  tables  2-5  and 
2-12  are  revised  to  indicate  the  construction  water  requirements  of  the  two 
powerplants. 
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Table  2-20  shows  that  air  quality  will  be  degraded  at  Zion  National 
Park  under  Alternative  1,  but  not  under  Alternative  3.   Both  alterna- 
tives Include  the  development  of  the  Warner  Valley  Power  Plant  and 
should  have  a  similar  effect  on  Zion.   This  table  should  also  discuss 
air  quality  effects  on  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park.   Also,  the  vegeta- 
tion/wildlife section  In  the  summary  should  discuss  impacts  on  Bryce 
Canyon,  including  possible  encroachnent  of  non-native  plants  from 
revegetat ton.   Recreation  and  aesthetics  should  be  addressed  more 
fully  In  the  EIS  since  tourism  is  of  such  great  Importance  in  the 
vicinity  of  proposed  project. 

Add  Cedar  Breaks  National  Monument  to  the  areas  rcommended  for 
redes ignation  to  Class  I  air  quality  status. 

D'.scjislon  of  siting  and  feasibility  of  new  sources  in  non-attainnent 
areas  needs  to  be  clarified.   It  Is  not  necessarily  true  to  say  that 
"no  significant  increases  in  these  pollutants  can  be  caused  by  new 
or  existing  source  In  a  '  non-attain-nent '  area". 

Show  Cedar  Breaks  National  Monument  on  nap  as  a  potential  Class  I  air 
quality  area. 

Note  that  the  National  Park  Service  Is  monitoring  fron  Bryce  Point  as 
well  as  Yoviipa  Point. 

The  DEIS  states  that  acid  rain  would  not  be  a  significant  problem 
because  of  the  lack  of  contributing  sources,  although  it  does  not 
detail  the  possible  effects  that  acid  rain  could  have  on  the  mainly- 
limestone  formations,  other  formations,  rivers,  lakes,  or  the  overall 
ecosvster.   The  document  should  mention  that  there  currently  are  a 
significant  number  of  coal-fired  generating  stations  In  the  four 
corners  area,  and  address  the  possible  cumulative  effects  of  these 
facilities  in  teras  of  acid  precipitation. 

The  air  quality/visibility  discussion  here  references  outdated  material, 
and  should  identify  more  recent  information.   This  could  include  the 
Kaiparovits  Coal  Development  and  Transportation  Study  (August  1980), 
work  done  under  the  BLM-EPA-OSJI-NPS  memorandum  of  understanding  for 
the  Alton  Unsui cablli ty  Petition,  or  work  conducted  privately  by 
Utah  International,  Inc.  or  Nevada  Power  Company. 

Visibility  calculations  cited  In  this  section  are  Inaccurate  and 
outdated.   See  previous  comnent. 

y.ost   values  listed  in  Table  4-3  are  not  calculated,  and  should  be,  . 
for  Zion  National  Park. 

The  section  "Cround  Water  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry"  does  not  discuss 
the  possibility  that  lowering  the  water  table  within  the  Navajo 
Sandstone  formation  may  eventually  affect  the  water  level  of  the  east 
fork  of  the  Virrin  River.   The  likelihood  of  this  inpact  Is  discussed 


Response  121-16 

The  EPA  Valley  model  indicates  that  Class  1  increments  would  be  exceeded 
at  Zion  National  Park  under  Alternative  3,  and  visibility  degradation  may 
still  be  a  concern.  No  increments  would  be  exceeded  at  Bryce  Canyon;  however, 
visibility  would  also  be  of  concern.  Table  2-19  has  been  amended  to  include 
potential  visibility  impacts  at  Zion  and  Bryce  Canyon  National  Parks  from 
Alternative  3. 

Response  121-17 

The  text  is  changed  to  reflect  your  comment.  See  the  Vegetation: 
Species  of  Concern  section  under  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 

Response  121-18 

To  reflect  your  comment  the  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  sections  of  Chap- 
ters 3  and  4  have  been  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  include  summaries  of 
mine-related  impacts  (visual  intrusion,  noise,  blasting,  etc.)  on  Bryce 
Canyon  National  Park. 


Response  121-19 

The  text  is  revised  to  include  your  comment, 
section  of  Chapter  3  in  the  final  EIS. 


Refer  to  the  Air  Quality 


Response  121-20 

New  industrial  resources  would  be  regulated  by  the  requirements  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act  for  nonattainment  areas.  This  includes  the  application  of 
"lowest  achievable  emission  rate"  as  well  as  trade-off  requirements.  The 
emission  trade-off  regulation  requires  that  a  new  source  that  has  significant 
emissions  of  pollutants  for  which  the  area  was  designated  nonattainment  must 
secure  emission  reductions  at  least  equal  to  the  proposed  increased  emissions 
of  nonattainment  pollutants  from  the  new  source.  However,  the  likelihood 
that  pollution  concentrations  would  remain  constant  or  decrease  will  depend 
on  whether  the  schedule  and  requirements  of  the  State  Implementation  Plan 
would  be  met. 

Response  121-21 

Figure  3-1  in  the  final  EIS  is  revised  to  reflect  your  comment. 

Response  121-22 

To  reflect  your  comment  the  Air  Quality  sections  are  revised  in  the 
final  EIS  to  include  the  information  on  the  visibility  monitoring  at  Bryce 
and  Yovimpa  Points. 

Response  121-23 

The  contributions  of  coal  burning  powerplants  increased  acidity  of 
precipitation  and  the  resulting  effects  on  the  ecosystems  are  not  well  under- 
stood. Any  possible  effects  would  vary  considerably,  depending  on  specifics 
of  the  ecosystem,  pollutant  emission  rates,  and  meterological  conditions. 
Even  though  high  concentrations  of  atmospheric  sulfur  compounds  have  been 
shown  to  cause  decomposition  of  limestone  and  sandstone,  Class  I  increments 
must  be  met  at  Bryce  Canyon  and  Zion  National  Parks,  and  therefore,  any 
effects  from  sulfur  compounds  would  be  extremely  small.  BLH  does  acknowledge 
that  cumulative  effects  could  become  significant  at  some  time  if  uncontrolled. 

Your  comment  mentions  other  coal-fired  powerplants  regarding  cumulative 
effects.  Perhaps  more  important  are  the  metropol i tian  areas  of  Los  Angeles, 
Phoenix,  and  Las  Vegas,  and  copper  smelters,  which  are  large  SO.  sources 
located  in  the  southwest. 


Response  121-24 

Refer  to  Response  121-5  concerning  the  visibility  calculations.  The 
discussions  in  Chapter  4  Air  Quality  have  been  amended  to  include  the  most 
recent  available  information.  The  visibility  calculations  given  for  the 
Alton  mine  in  the  draft  are  replaced  in  the  final  EIS  with  the  Bore  recent 
EPA/OSM/BLH/NPS  study  by  SAI  and  the  UII  study  by  ERT. 
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in  the  Kaiparowlts  Coal  Development  and  Transportation  Study 
(August  1,  1980).   More  detailed  studies  should  be  nade  on  the  draw 
down  and  recharge  capabilities  of  the  Navajo  Sandstone  aquifer. 

Sane  comment  as  pg.  4-26  above  applies  to  the  water  resources  discussion 
in  Table  4-7. 

Visibility  lepacts  Identified  for  coal  mining  In  the  Alton  coal  field 
a-aln  reference  vrork  done  in  the  Southern  Utah  Coal  EIS.   The  accuracy 
of  this  data  has  been  challenged  by  several  parties.   Newer  data  should 
be  referenced,  as  discussed  In  previous  comments. 

Water  resources:   see  same  comment  as  4-70  above. 


United  Slates  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

ROCKY  MOUNTAIN  RKGI^'AL  OFHCK 
656  I'urfcl  Slr«**l 
P.O.  Bo*  25287 
Denver;  Colorado    80225 


IN   REFLY    REf ER  TO: 

N3613  (RNR)O 


Mr.  Roger  L.  Williams 

Regional  Administrator 

Envlrenaental  Protection  Agency 

Region  8 

Suite  103 

I860  Lincoln  Street 

Denver,  Colorado   80295 


Response  121-25 

EPA  calculated  only  24-hour  average  concentrations  using  the  Valley 
model.  This  model  is  generally  not  applicable  to  averaging  times  of  less 
than  24  hours.  However,  according  to  the  averaging  method  used  in  the  Valley 
model,  the  3-hour  average  concentrations  would  be  higher  than  the  24-hour 
value  by  at  least  a  factor  of  4.  Thus,  the  3-hour  value  would  be  at  least  36 
pg/m3,  which  also  exceeds  the  Class  I  increment. 

ERT  calculated  only  3-hour  average  concentrations.  The  maximum  24-hour 
concentration  was  not  calculated  because  of  lack  of  data  with  respect  to 
persistence  of  meteorological  conditions.  However,  the  3-hour  concentration 
is  3.2  pg/m3.  It  is  probable  that  the  24-hour  value  would  be  less  than  3.2 
pg/m3. 

The  particulate  concentrations  for  Zion  National  Park  were  calculated  by 
scaling  according  to  the  emission  rates.  This  results  in  a  24-hour  particu- 
late concentration  of  1.8  pg/m3  according  to  the  EPA  model,  well  within  the 
Class  I  increment  of  pg/m3. 

Response  121-26 

Refer  to  the  updated  Water  Resources  sections  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final 
EIS  for  a  discussion  of  this  comment. 

Response  121-27 

To  reflect  your  comment,  updated  information  is  included  in  the  Air 
Quality  sections  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 

Response  121-28 

Refer  to  the  updated  Water  Resources  sections  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final 
EIS  for  a  discussion  concerning  your  comment. 


Dear  Roger: 

We' have  recently  reviewed  the.  North  American  Weather  Consultant  Report 
on  Warner  Valley  Tracer  Studies  and  Zicn  National  Park  and  express  our 
concerns  that  the  study  was  not  acceptable  to  the  National  Park  Service. 

The  report  indicates  that  the  studies  were  well  conducted  with  good 
quality  control;  however,  we  question  the  conclusions ,  based  on  the  fact 
there  was  verv  little  inf or=ation'base.   We  cannot  concur  that  the 
proposed  Warn'cr  Valley  Power  Plant  will  not  cause  the  PSD  Class  I 
increments  to  be  exceeded.   The  duration  of  the  study  was  too  short 
(8  days)  and  it  was  during  a  ti=e  of.  the  yaar  when  ceteorological  conditions 
are  not  expected  to  be  favorable  for  causing  worst-case  Impacts. 

Weather  records  for  lion  National  Park  have  been  taken  for—any  years, 
and  the  records  indicate  that  during  the  study  period  stores  are  cotton 
and  wind  shifts  are  frequent  as  fronts  pass.   We  do  not  feel  that  one 
study  can  adequately  address  year-around  weather  patterns.   The  report 
indicates  that  Warner  Valley/Zlon  Canyon  experiences  constant  down- 
canyon  drainage  flows.   Down-canyon  drainage  flows  occur  during  the 
night,  yet  the  prevailing  wind  pattern  tor  Zion  National  Park  is  up- 
canyon.   To  study  good  drainage  flew  situations,  we  would  recoc=end 
additional  study  periods,  especially  during  the  September  to  December 
periods  when  Inversion  conditions  prevail. 

The  tracer  study  contains  no  data  which  supports  the  decisive  conclusions 
that  operation  of  the  proposed  Warner  Valley  Power  Plant  will  not  cause 
significant  air  quality  impacts  on  Zion  National  Park.   The  plume  rise 
analysis  and  the  plume  trajectory  speculation  are  good  argunents,  but 


overall  the  study  Is  Inadequate  and  additional  studies  at  the  site  would 
be  necessary  to  reach  a  credible  conclusion. 

Therefore,  ve  strongly  urge  you  to  deny  issuance  of  any  PSD  permit  for 
the  Warner  Valley  Pover  Plant  until  the  coopany  can  supply  adequate  and 
sufficient  data  upon  which  to  base  sound  Judgements.   Zlon  National  Park 
Is  a  mandatory  Class  I  area,  and,  therefore,  we  oust  be  assured  that  no 
degradation  of  air  quAlity  will  occur,  and  this  report  does  not  offer 
that  assurance. 

Sincerely  yours, 


L. -Lorraine  Mintmyer     * 


Regional  Director 
Rocky  Mountain  Region 


B3615 


June  3,  1930 


Keooraodua 

To:       Regional  Director,  Rocky  Mountain  Region 


Troa: 


Superintendent,    Zioo  Rational   Par!; 


Subject:     Warner  Valley  Tracer  Study 

Ve  have  reviewed  the  "Flume  Simulation  Tracer  Study  and  I'-odelln^  Valuation 
for    the   Proposed  CarneX  Valley  Generating   Station"  which   was   prepare*!   by 
North  American  Keatber  Consultants. 

Vhile  the  report   is   icpressive   in  content  acd  volume,   we  have  soma  doubts 
about    its   validity.      One  would   believe    from   reading   tills    report   that   under 
st.-ble  oir  conditions   the  Bimer  Valley/Zioo  Canyon  area  experiences   constant, 
dowa-canyon  drainr.ge   floe.      KV.ilc  this   drainage    flow  does  occur  during  nlgat- 
ticc  hours,    the  prevailing  winds    for  Zion  are  up-canyoc. 

The  plune  simulation  tracer  study  ct  Warner  Valley  was  conducted  during  a 
tine  of  year  when  storms  are  cocoon  ana  wind  shifts  are  frequent  as  Etom 
fronts   pass.      Information  in  the  report  shows    frequent  wind   shifts   during 

testing. 

Mien  the  study  was  underway,    North  American  Veather  Consultants  cade  almost 
no   effort    to  keep   park   personnel    informed   of  what    was    occurring.      rten  we 
led   to  stay  abreast  of  their  testing  by  accompanying   theci  to    the  ncnitorioj 


tri 


stations,  we  werif  always  told  there  was  no  rooa  to  travel  with  then  by  heli- 
copter. 

At  the  tine  the  investigators  of  the  project  left  the  park,  they  told  pari 
officials  they  had  not  gotten  the  right  weather  conditions  end  only  one  alcht- 
tine  release  had  been  oade.   V"e  were  never  aware  of  any  daytime  releases,  end 
it  Is  geaer3lly  VCT7  obvious  when  helicopters  are  flying  in  the  canyon. 

As  the  nanagcr  of  Zion  National  Park  and  the  one  charged  with  the  responsi- 
bility of  assuring  no  degradation  of  Zion'c  Class  I  air  quality  occurs,  I 
seriously  question  the  value  or  this  report  and  believe  we  should  raise  a 
question  of  doubt  with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

John  O  Lancasler 

John  0.  7-ancastcr 


Asst.  to  the  Res.  Dlr. 


-f> 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 
WASHINGTON,  DC.     20240 


*  uply  uni  TO: 


N3616CA92) 


Memorandum 


To:       Warner  Valley  Power  Plant  File 

From:     Meteorologist,  Air  Quality  Office,  Denver 

Subject:   Review  of  North  America  Weather  Consultant  (NAWC)  Report 
on  Warner  Valley  Tracer  Studies 

I  have  reviewed  the  subject  report  and  submit  the  following  cocnents. 
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the  studies  were  veil  conducted  with  good 

serious  reservations  concerning  the  con- 
necting on  May  15,  1980,  very  decisive 

eard  to  the  predicted  air  quality  impacts 
y  Power  Plant  would  have  on  Zion  National 
on.   In  T.y  opinion  the  result's  of  the  tracer 
lusion  that  the  proposed  power  plants'  oper- 
lass  I  increments  to  be  exceeded.   Only  one 
ble  for  transporting  a  plume  in  the  direction 

insufficient  to  reach  such  a  conclusion. 

too  short  (eight  days)  and  during  a  tine 
ditior.s  are  not  expected  to  be  favorable 


One  of  the  study  objectives  was  to  evaluate  use  of  the  EPA  Valley  Model 
which  has  been  used  to  assess  impacts  on  Zion  National  Park.   The  Valley 
Model  uses  the  vertical  dispersion  coefficient  ( C )  and  uses  sector  aver- 
aging for  defining  lateral  plume  dimensions-   On  the  day  In  which  winds 
were  favorable  for  transport  toward  the  park,  vertical  plume  dispersion 
was  not  measured.   Therefore,  evaluating  the  Valley  Model  without  vertical 
dispersion  measurements  Is  not  justified.   Furthermore,  with  stability 
classes  being  defined  by  the  A£C  classification  systen,  the  vertical 
dispersion  measurements  appear  to  show  good  agreement  with  Turner  Workbook 
values  and  do  not  show  significant  enhancement  as  stated.   In  fact,  Case 
103  shows  C     values  less  than  the  Turner  Workbook  "F**  values  with  the 
AEC  classification  system  showing  "E"  stability.   Therefore,  the  studies 


dn  not  support  enhanced  vertical  dispersion  above  the  complex  terrain  in 
this  area.   The  measurements  do  indicate  greater  lateral  dispersion,  espe- 
cially for  stable  cases,  but  as  pointed  out  earlier  the  Valley  Model  uses 
sector  averaging.   An  unanswered  question  is  whether  the  measured  C., 
values  would  give  lateral  plume  dispersion  greater  than  that  determined 
from  sector  averaging.   The  measurements  tend  to  support  Pascuills'  recoo- 
mendatlon  of  including  an  additional  term  in  the  lateral  dispersion  to 
allow  for  plume  meandering  as  a  function  of  averaging  time  or  distance 
of  transport. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  comparison  of  Valley  Model  predictions 
with  measurements  indicated  the  Valley  Model  to  over-predict  by  a  factor 
a  little  greater  than  two.   With  the  small  amount  a  data  from  this  study, 
this  is  a  reasonably  good  comparison  even  with  some  uncertainty  of  whether 
the  measurements  were  made  at  plume  centerline. 

Based  on  one  day  of  observations  (June  21,  1980)  the  report  Indicated 
that  the  plume  would  probably  never  break  through  the  drainage  environment 
into  flow  toward  the  park.   The  drainage  flow  on  this  day  is  given  to  be 
approximately  2000  feet  deep.   Such  a  deep  drainage  flow  is  extremely 
rare  and  expected  only  in  very  deep,  narrow  canyons  with  a  large  drainage 
basin  supporting  the  drair.^ce  flow.   3ased  on  Figure  i.1-1  It  is  my 
opinion  th3t  the  so-called  deep  drainaee  flow  on  this  day  is  not  just 
drainage  flow,  but  is  gradient  flow  even  as  deep  as  the  height  of  the 
700  mb  surface.   I  contend  that  a  good  drainage  flow  situation  was  not 
observed  during  the  entire  study.   To  study  such  a  case  would  require 
additional  measurements  during  the  months  of  September,  October,  November, 
and  December  as  has  been  recommended  before. 
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v   reviews  five  years  of  historical 
i-.eet  the  AEC  "F"  stability  temperature 
ist.   However,  curing  the  tracer 
re  measured  which  were  less  than 
ith  the  study  lasting  for  only  eight 
data  one  may  conclude  that  determining 
nversicn  which  match  the  AEC  "F" 
justlfv  saying  a  plume  transported 
t  a  greater  rate  than  the  dispersion 
rves.   One  may  conclude  from  the 

vertically  less  than  the  AEC  clas- 
in  reality  higher  concentrations 
this  classification  scheme  is 


Included  In  the  report,  but  independent  of  the  tracer  studies,  is  an 
analysis  of  plume  rise  predictions  and  speculation  on  a  meandering  plume 
path,  both  of  which  would  support  less  air  quality  impacts  en  Zion  National 
Park.   In  my  opinion  these  are  good  arguments  which  deserve  more  careful 
study  but  there  is  still  a  lack  of  meteorological  data  in  the  area  to 
support  the  arguments  and  Justify  stating  that  the  proposed  project 


would  not  cause  significant  air  quality  iopacts  in  ZIon  National  Park. 
The  study  does  not  provide  infornation  to  obviate  uncertainties  In  the 
plu=e    rise    calculations   and   plune    path    toward    the    park. 

In  sucnary,    the   tracer  study   results  contain  no  data  which   supports   the 
conclusion  that   operation  of   the   proposed  Warner  Valley   Power  Plant  will 
not   cause   significant   air  quality    iapacts   on  Zion  National  Park.      The 
plu-e    rise  analysis   and   the   plune   trajectory  speculation  are  good 
arguments,    but  additional  studies   at   the  site  would   be   necessary   Co 
reach  a  credible  conclusion. 


Donald  Henderson 
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Larry  Parker,  Oakdale,  California 

Response  122-1 

Your    views    are    noted    and    will    be    considered    in   the   decision  aakina 
process.  9 


® 


Mr.  Gary  Wicks 
August  22,  1980 
Page  Two 


Scott  M.  Matheko.t 

oovmmnam 


Static  of  Utah 

ornct   OF"    THE    OOVE«NOF* 
SALT    l_A«C    CITY 


August  22,  1980 


Mr.  Gary  Wicks 

State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

136  East  South  Temple 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah   84111 

Dear  Gary: 


To  avoid  duplication,  most  of  the  comments  are  directed 
toward  individual  project  elements  and  are  applicable  across 
the  range  of  alternatives.   Comments  on  the  Harry  Allen  plant 
and  the  need  for  power  in  Nevada  and  California  are  limited, 
since  these  issues  are  more  appropriately  reviewed  by  those 
states. 
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I    appreciate    this   opportunity    to    provide   comments   on   the 
Allen-V.'arner    Valley    Draft    Environmental    Impact    Statement.       As 
you    krvjw,     the    State   of    Utah    Fms    exhibited    a    significant    interest 
in    this   project    for  many   years;    the   development    contemplated   by 
this   proposal    has    important    implications    for    Southern    Utah.      We 
have   also   teen   strong    supporters   of   this   project,    provided  of 
course,    that   all    substantive   environmental    standards    are  met 
and   existing   water    rights   are   fully   protected. 


Accordingly,    we    prefer    alternative    1, 
proposal.      Again,    the    two    important    caveats 
that    all    substantive    environmental    standard 
all   existing   water    rights    and   uses   must    be 
Unfortunately,    our    support    is   qualified   bee 
about    this   complex    project    remain.      We    anti 
questions    will    be    resolved    as    the    permittin 
I   would   urge    that    any   BLM  decision   not   pre 
particularly   the   Alton   unsuitability   petiti 
review  of  water    right   applications.       Decisi 
made   without   a    full    and    fair   review  of   all 


the   applicant's 

remain;    we    assume 
s   can    be   met    and 
fully   protected, 
ause   many   uncertainties 
cipate    that    these 
g    process    progresses, 
empt   these    processes, 
on    and    the    states 
ons    should   not   be 
available    information. 


Office  of  the  Governor,   State  of  Utah 

Response  123-1 

Your  comments  are  noted.  Significant  new  information  concerning  unre- 
solved issues  is  included  in  the  final  EIS  (refer  to  Response  121-3).  BLM 
expects  that  the  remaining  unresolved  issues  win  be  resolved  during  the 
permit  process  and  that  BLM  decisions  will  not  pre-empt  other  ongoing  pro- 
cesses. BLM  also  recognizes  the  State  Engineer's  role  in  the  appropriation 
and  allocation  of  water  involved  in  the  AWV  systen. 


Finally,  I  should  note  that  these 
part  of  Utah's  participation  in  the  Al 
All  decisions  regarding  the  allocation 
of  energy  development  will  be  made  by 
federal  presence  is  not  appropriate  or 
participate  fully  in  the  Office  of  Sur 
Alton  unsuitability  petition.  The  Sta 
comment  upon  the  California  Public  Uti 
of  this  project.  Our  comments  will  be 
your    information. 


comments    are   only   one 
len-Warner   Valley    process. 

of   water    for    the   purposes 
the   State    Engineer.       A 

desirable.      We    intend   to 
face   Mining    review  of    the 
te   will    also   review  and 
lities   Commission   review 

forwarded    to    the   BLM   for 


STATE  OF  UTAH 

COMMENTS 

Draft  Environmental   Statement 
Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System 


General  Cornents 

--     The  State  of  Utah  prefers  alternative  1,  as  proposed  by  the  applicant, 
provided  that  all   substantive  environmental   standards  are  met  and  existing 
water  rights  and  uses  are  fully  protected.     This  alternative  provides  the 
best  mix  of  benefits  to  Utah  citizens  while  meeting  the  needs  that  led  to 
this  proposal.     Many  uncertainties   in  the  review  of  project  elements   remain. 
He  expect  that  these  questions  will  be  resolved  as  the  permitting  process 
progresses.     Any  final   Utah  position,  particularly  where  the  state  exercises 
legal  and  regulatory  authority,  will  be  based  upon  a  full   and  fair  review 
of  all  available  data. 

--     The  State  of  Utah  applauds  the  philosophy  presented  in  alternative  5. 
The  progressive  use  of  energy  conservation  and  the  use  of  alternative  energy 
resources  must  be  the  cornerstone  of  any  long-term  energy  strategy.     However, 
this  approach  cannot  obviate  the  need  for  conventional   energy  development. 
Conservation  and  renewable  energy  resources  are  not  a  reasonable  alternative 
to  the  Allen-Uarner  Valley  project. 

In  the  St.  George  area,  the  State  of  Utah  will  continue  to  encourage 
investments  in  energy  conservation  where  they  are  economical   or  will   be  in 
the  future,     (note  incentives  on  page  3-43).     Ue  are  also  pursuing  an  inten- 
sive effort  to  educate  people  about  the  merits  of  energy  conservation 
programs  and  energy  audits.     These  programs  are  acting  now  to  slow  the  rate 
of  growth  in  energy  demand  and  deserve  more  attention  in  the  discussion  of 
alternative  5.     Still,  the  need  for  additional   energy  remains  and  the  Allen- 


Response  123-2 

According  to  CEQ  regulation  1502.14(c),  BLM  must  consider  reasonable 
alternatives  outside  of  its  jurisdiction.  The  city  of  St.  George  does  not  at 
present  have  a  progressive  energy  conservation  program,  nor  have  they  inten- 
sively studied  the  possibility  of  developing  alternative  energy  sources  in 
the  St.  George  service  area.  The  success  of  such  a  program  would  depend  on 
the  priority  given  it  by  those  involved,  including  individuals  and  local  and 
State  governments.  For  a  discussion  of  the  need  for  energy,  refer  to  the 
revised  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the 
T i ns l  t lb. 
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Warner  Valley  proposal  is  a  reasonable  attempt  to  meet  that  need. 

Finally,  BLM  has  no  ability  to  Implement  the  conservation  alternative 
or  to  guarantee  that  it  would  be  implemented  In  the  event  that  permits 
for  the  proposal  were  denied. 
Alton  Coal   Mine 

—     The  State  of  Utah  has  adopted  a  policy  of  diversifying  coal   development 
throughout  the  state  so  that  environmental   and  socioeconomic  impacts  of 
additional   coal   development  are  not  concentrated  in  one  region.     Our  support 
of  development  of  the  Alton  leases  is  an   important  part  of  this  policy.     This 
policy  position  is  accurately  characterized  on  page  4-116  and  the  data   in 
that  analysis  supports  our  position.     Additional   demand  in  the  Central   Utah 
region  in  the  1935-90  time  frame  would  mean  that  "the  likelihood  of   'boom-town' 
problems  developing  in  the  area  would  be  very  high." 

It  is  important  to  note  the  role  of  uncertainty  in  socioeconomic  problems. 
We  anticipate  that  Central  Utah  will  be  able  to  produce  coal  at  the  levels 
currently  planned.     BLM  should  note  that  new  planning,  a  careful  analysis  of 
transportation  facilities,  additional    federal  and  industry  assistance,  and 
sufficient  lead  time  to  open  mines  and  train  miners  will  be  required  if  the 
Harry  Allen  demand  is  shifted  from  Alton  to  Central   Utah. 
~     Alternative  4  projects   roughly  twice  the  demand  for  Central   Utah  coal 
analyzed  in  alternative  3,  yet  BLM  concludes  that  socioeconomic  impacts   in 
that  region  "would  be  essentially  the  same."     That  is  not  an  adequate  dis- 
cussion of  potential    impacts. 
—  --     Are  the  service  limits  in  Kane  County  (p.   3-31)  a  result  of  an  inadequate 
tax  base  and  limited  economic  opportunities?     In  the  long  run,  energy  devel- 
opment nay  relieve,  rather  than  increase  these  problems. 


Response  123-3 

Both  alternatives  utilized  the  high  level  scenario  as  developed  in  the 
Development  of  Coal  Resources  in  Central  Utah  Final  EIS  (USDI,  U5GS,  1979). 
This  scenario  assumes  that  the  coal  mined  in  the  central  Utah  region  would 
have  a  market,  whether  to  the  AWV  energy  system  or  to  other  buyers.  As  such, 
the  cumulative  impacts  to  the  region  would  be  the  same  for  both  alternatives, 
although  those  attributable  solely  to  the  AWV  energy  system's  portion  would 
be  less  under  Alternative  4  than  under  Alternative  3. 

Response  123-4 

Impacts  and  benefits  could  be  equalized  over  the  long  run.  However,  as 
with  rapid  coal  development  in  Wyoming,  the  short-tern  period  where  popula- 
tion growth  exceeds  infrastructural  capacities  is  the  one  in  which  the  aost 
significant  impacts  occur. 


—     Do  the  population  figures  in  Table  2-20  (p.  2-59)   represent  county 
totals  or  the  population  Increase  attributable  to  the  Allen-l/arner  Valley 
system? 

" —     The  assessment  of  water  resource  impacts  (pp.  4-24  to  4-29)   generally 
overstate  the  impacts  that  may  be  assumed  based  on  available  data.     The 
impact  analysis  should  also  be  carried  one  step  further:     what  effort  will 
projected  flow  reductions  or  spring  interference  have  on  wildlife,  agricul- 
ture, land  use,  etc.? 

"--     Mitigation  of  the  impacts  of  reduced  wildlife  habitat  is  not  adequately 
addressed.     The  Division  of  Wildlife  Resources  calculates  that  15,656  acres 
of  wildlife  habitat  would  be  lost  permanently  or  over  the  long  run  (40  years). 
Pinyon-juniper  types   in  surrounding  areas  could  be  treated  and  reclaimed  for 
higher  vegetation  value  as  one  mitigation  alternative. 
Alton  Coal  Slurry  Pipeline 

"--     The  EIS  should  reflect  that  the  State  Engineer  must  find  that  the  proposed 
export  of  Utah  water  is  beneficial   to  Utah  citizens  before  development  can 
proceed  on  the  Alton-Allen  slurry.     With  that  addition,   the  statement  on  page 
4-29  is  substantially  correct.     The  State  Engineer  will   require  the  applicant 
to  produce  sufficient  data  to  determine  the  impacts  on  existing  water  rights 
and  uses  before  the  Utah  International  water  right  applications  are  acted  upon. 
Ho  decision  has  been  made  on  these  applications. 

"--     Rapidly  changing  economics  may  mean  that  alternatives  originally  dismissed 
as   too  costly  may  now  be  reasonable.     Specifically,  we  request  that  BLM  review 
all   available  data  on  1)   rail   as  an  alternative  to  slurry  transportation;   2) 
Lake  Powell  as  a  source  of  slurry  water;   3)   the  Warner  Valley  Reservoir  as  a 
source  of  slurry  water,  and  4)  Kaiparowits  coal  and  rail   transport  as  an  alter- 
native to  the  Alton  coal  slurry.     The  state  would  like  to  review  BLM  data 


Response  123-5 

Population  figures  in  table  2-19  are  the  projected  increases  in  county 
population  attributable  to  project  components  in  the  county  plus  secondary 
and   induced  growth  for  each  alternative. 

Response  123-6 

In  the  draft  EIS,  the  impacts  due  to  mining  and  ground  water  withdrawals 
were  based  on  research  and  literature  available  prior  to  publication. 
Impacts  in  the  final  EIS  have  been  updated  to  include  recent  research  by  OSM 
(1980),    Inform  (1980),   and  others.      Refer  to  Response  22-1. 

Response  123-7 

Wildlife  would  be  displaced  from  their  habitat  for  a  period  of  2  or  3 
years  in  areas  where  powerlines  or  pipelines  would  be  constructed.  These 
areas  would  be  revegetated  immediately  following  construction,  which  would 
create  a  diversity  of  habitats.  Vegetation  species  favorable  to  wildlife 
would  be  included  in  a  seeding  mixture  and  would  ■itigate  the  loss  of  wild- 
life habitat. 

As  proposed  In  Alternative  1,  approximately  15,000  acres  would  be  lost 
in  the  long-term,  however,  this  loss  is  not  expected  to  be  significant  and 
would  not  affect  any  areas  of  critical  wildlife  habitat. 


Response  123-8 

The  Ground  Water  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  section.  Water  Resources  under 
Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  is  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  your  co«- 
ment. 

Response  123-9 

Alternatives  analyzed  in  the  EIS  were  selected  during  the  scoping  pro- 
cess as  required  pursuant  to  the  CEQ  regulations  for  implementing  NEPA.  The 
rationale  for  omitting  certain  alternatives  from  further  consideration  is 
represented  in  Appendix  2.  The  reasonableness  of  a  railroad  to  transport 
Alton  coal  to  proposed  markets  (Harry  Allen  and  Warner  Valley  powerplants)  is 
further  discussed  in  the  Scoping  Process  section  of  Chapter  1  of  the  final 
EIS. 
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I  available  on  these  alternatives  and  the  analysis  suggested  by  Appendix  2. 
"—  The  Utah  Division  of  Parks  and  Recreation  and  the  Utah  Division  of 
Wildlife  Resources  must  be  involved  in  the  siting,  construction  and  timing 
of  any  slurry  line.  Specifically,  the  proposed  3'  depth  of  the  line  may 
not  be  viable  within  Coral  Pink  Sand  Dunes  State  Reserve.  Changing  topo- 
graphy due  to  the  winds  acting  upon  the  sandy  surface  could  quickly  render  the 
line  unprotected  presenting  liabilities  to  both  the  state  and  the  owner. 

Impacts  could  be  reduced  on  critical  wildlife  areas  (winter  range,  calving 
and  fauning  areas,  grouse  strutting,  breeding  and  brooding  areas ,  desert 
tortoise  habitat,  raptor  breeding  and  brooding,  etc.)  if  work  in  these  areas 
could  be  scheduled  outside  critical  time  periods  for  specific  wildlife  activi- 
ties. The  Division  of  of  wildlife  Resources  is  anxious  to  map  such  areas  and 
recooriend  acceptable  time  periods  for  construction. 

Similarly,  the  Division  of  Parks  and  Recreation  can  suggest  appropriate 
measures  to  minimize  impacts  on  park  operations  and  users.  A  more  detailed 
siting  proposal  will  be  required. 
Warner  Valley  Power  Plant 
~  —  While  the  need  for  power  is  the  dominant  factor  in  utility  decision- 
naking  and  in  the  processes  of  state  utility  regulatory  bodies,  it  is  clearly 
outside  the  authority  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the  question  is 
too  prominent  in  the  draft  EIS.   (Compare,  for  exanple,  the  IPP  EIS).  The 
decisions  that  determine  the  need  for  the  bulk  of  the  Allen-Warner  Valley 
project  will  be  made  by  the  Nevada  Public  Service  Commission  and  the  Calif- 
ornia Public  Utilities  Commission  and  no  amount  of  analysis  can  give  BLM 
a  legitimate  role  in  that  process.  The  Utah  role  is  also  severely  limited, 
and  we  recognize  that. 


Response  123-10 

State  of  Utah  will  have  siting  authority  within  Coral  Pink  Sand  Dunes 
State  Reserve,  and  can  require  the  pipeline  to  be  buried  to  a  depth  of  their 
specifications. 


Respone  123-11 

UDWR  would  be  consulted  as  to  the  location  of  critical  wildlife  areas 
and  any  recommendation  made  would  be  considered.  This  has  been  included  as  a 
mitigating  measure  in  Appendix  6  of  the  final  EIS. 


Response  123-12 

CEQ  regulations  for  implementing  NEPA  include  provision  1502.13,  which 
states  "The  statement  shall  briefly  specify  the  underlying  purpose  and  need 
to  which  the  agency  is  responding  in  proposing  the  alternatives,  including 
the  proposed  action." 

This  analysis  in  the  EIS  depended  on  the  position  of  CPUC  and  the  Nevada 
Public  Service  Commission  concerning  the  need  for  the  proposed  energy  project. 
Because  the  Utah  Public  Service  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  in  such  a 
position,  the  analysis  relied  on  an  independent  assessment  by  BLM  and  input 
from  the  participating  Utah  utility  (city  of  St.  George). 
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As  for  the  City  of  St.  George,  it  is  not  uncommon  for  municipalities 
to  market  power  in  anticipation  of  future  needs.  BLN  has  no  appropriate 
role  in  making  that  utility  policy  decision.  The  BLM  conclusion  that  St. 
Geoi-ge  does  not  "need"  the  power  from  the  Warner  Valley  plant  ignores  a 
range  of  factors  that  are  included  in  the  utility  decision  including 
independence,  economics  and  future  plans  and  policies. 

We  are  not  advocating  the  construction  of  unnecessary  and  uneconomic 
power  plants;  clearly  need  for  power  is  a  key  factor.  However,  it  is  simply 
outside  the  authority  of  the  BLH  and  the  draft  EIS  suggested  unwelcome  inroads 
into  those  decision  processes. 

-  Page  5-15  suggests  that  capacity  is  available  to  St.  George  under  Alter- 
e  4.  How  can  this  be  when  only  the  Harry  Allen  plant  is  constructed? 
""--  What  are  the  costs  associated  with  lay-off  power  from  IPP?  (p.  S-16). 
What  Is  the  probability  that  it  will  be  available?  Will  it  be  a  long-term, 
dependable  power  supply? 

Doesn't  continued  purchase  from  Utah  merely  shift  environmental  and 
socioeconomic  impacts  to  another  part  of  the  state  (Central  Utah)?  If  BLM 
suggests  continued  purchases  from  U.P.  &  L.  the  incremental  environmental 
_inpacts  of  that  policy  should  be  analyzed. 

The  State  of  Utah  has  a  statutory  role  in  air  quality  permitting  and 
d  be  referenced  on  p.  S-17. 
—  The  CEC  staff  recommendation  was  not  endorsed  by  Commission.  The  dis- 
ssion  on  p.  1-2  should  be  completely  eliminated  in  the  final  document. 
~—  Developr-ent  of  the  MX  missile  (p.  1-8)  would  also  dramatically  increase 
the  electricity  requirements  of  this  region.  That  possibility,  and  any 
additional  data  that  is  available,  should  be  discussed  in  the  final  EIS. 
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Response  123-13 

The  city  of  St.  George  would  not  receive  generating  capacity  from  the 
Harry  Allen  powerplant  proposed  in  Alternative  4.  The  Summary  is  changed  in 
the  final  EIS  to  reflect  your  comment. 

Response  123-14 

It  is  likely  that  layoff  power  from  IPP  could  be  made  available,  but  it 
would  not  be  a  long-term  firm  source.  It  is  also  likely  that  such  power 
would  be  more  expensive  than  other  sources.  The  purchase  of  power  from  UP&l 
would  not  necessarily  shift  socieconomic  burdens  to  other  parts  of  the  State 
since  the  most  probable  source  of  such  power  would  be  from  UP&L's  share  of 
IPP,  which  if  State  policy  allowed,  could  have  Wyoming  as  a  coal  source 
rather  than  central  Utah. 


Response  123-15 

The  Summary  in  the  final  EIS  is  changed  to  reflect  your  concern. 

Response  123-16 

The  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  of  Chapter  1  in  the 
final  EIS  is  updated  to  reflect  the  Commission's  official  statement  on  the 
AWV  project. 

Response  123-17 

The  discussion  of  possible  impacts  of  the  proposed  MX  missile  systea  and 
the  AWV  project  should  be  covered  in  the  MX  EIS,  which  was  not  available  at 
the  time  of  the  preparation  of  the  final  AWV  EIS. 
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"—     Visitation  figures  for  the  National   Parks  are  Interesting  (p.   3-24) 
but  cloud  the  real   issue:     what  is  the  usage  of  the  viewpoints  where 
visibility  impacts  might  be  anticipated.     The  importance  of  visibility 
impacts  cannot  be  fully  derived  absent  that  information. 

As  noted  in  the  discussion  of  alternative  5,  the  programs  referenced 
p.    3-33  are  provided  by  the  Utah  Energy  Office  on  a  statewide  basis. 
'--     Without  information  regarding  the  frequency,  extent,   time  of  occurrence, 
and  duration  of  impairment,   the  simulated  photographs  on  pp.   4-17  and  4-19 
are  misleading  and  un informative.     BLM  should  make  an  attempt  to  provide 
that  information  or  the  photographs  should  be  deleted  from  the  final    EIS. 
--     While  no  developments  are  currently  proposed  which  would  compete  for 
the  available  PSD  increment  (p.   4-23)   the  Warner  Valley  plant  will   foreclose 
future  development  in  the  Washington  County  area.     BLM  should  attempt  to  identify 
and  illustrate  the  limits  on  future  development. 

'--     Alternative  3  (p.   2-28)   represents  on  interesting  scenario  for  coal   and 
power  development  in  southern  Utah,  yet  the  key  factor,  economics,   is  missing. 
Does  this  represent  a  reasonable,  or  even  possible  restructuring  of  the  appli- 
cant's proposal?     Would  a  250  MW  plant  in  the  Warner  Valley  be  economical? 
Some  preliminary  answers  should  be  provided  in  the  final   statement. 
Warner  Valley  Reservoir 

—     Historically,   it  has  not  been  difficult  to  find  beneficial   uses  for  the 
water  provided  by  storage  projects   in  Utah.     Accordingly,   the  assessment  of 
"need"   (p.   1-3  and  others)   is  misleading.     BLM  implies   that  all   the  water 
developed  by  the  Warner  Valley  reservoir  would  not  be  used.     All  water  not 
used  immediately  for  municipal  and  industrial  purposes  would  be  used  In  the 
interim  for  agriculture. 


Response  123-18 

The  visitation  figures  for  Observation  and  Watchman  Points  in  Zion 
National  Park  and  Yovimpa  Point  in  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park  are  included  in 
the  final  EIS  to  reflect  this  concern. 

Response  123-19 

The  information  provided  by  your  comment  is  included  in  the  discussion 
of  Alternative  5,  Existing  Legislation  and  Incentives  Favoring  Conservation 
and  the  Development  of  Alternative  Energy  Sources  in  Chapter  3  of  the  final 
EIS. 

Response  123-20 

Refer  to  Response  101-1  for  a  discussion  on  this  subject. 

Response  123-21 

The  Air  Quality  sections  in  Chapter  4  are  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to 
reflect  this  comment  that  consumption  of  the  PSD  increment  by  the  Warner 
Valley  powerplant  could  foreclose  future  development  of  any  other  projects  in 
the  area.  It  is  presently  the  responsibility  of  EPA  to  allocate  and  track 
increment  with  input  from  the  individual  States.  When  State  Implementation 
Plans  are  approved,  it  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  States.  Presently, 
increment  is  allocated  on  a  first-come,  first-served  basis. 

Response  123-22 

Reduced  size  powerplants  and  alternate  transportation  systems  are  con- 
sidered in  the  final  EIS  as  a  means  of  avoiding  some  of  the  potential  envi- 
ronmental impacts  of  the  proponents'  proposal.  An  initial,  topical  screening 
of  alternatives  identified  Alternative  3  as  being  within  an  acceptable  eco- 
nomic feasibility  range.  An  indepth  economic  study  of  the  alternative  has 
not,  however,  been  performed. 

Response  123-23 

CEQ  guidelines  (1502.13)  require  an  analysis  of  the  underlying  purpose 
and  need  of  the  proposed  action.  The  BLM  assessment  concludes  that  the  water 
would  not  be  needed  for  municipal  and  industrial  (culinary)  uses,  which  are 
the  primary  reasons  according  to  the  water  project  applicants  for  construct- 
ing the  project.  BLM  does  not  intend  to  make  decisions  as  to  water  alloca- 
tions and  use,  which  are  the  expressed  right  of  the  State. 
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Moreover,  water  allocation  and  use  decisions  are  appropriately  made 
by  the  State  of  Utah,  not  the  BLM.  As  a  policy,  the  Utah  Board  of  Water 
Resources  supports  maximum  control  of  water  resources  at  a  particular 
reservoir  site,  knowing  that  water  which  is  developed  will  be  available  for 
future  use  as  yet  unforeseen. 
r  --  Neither  the  text  (p.  2-12,  p.  2-33)  nor  figure  2-7  make  a  distinction 
between  water  presently  diverted  and  water  proposed  to  be  diverted.  This 
would  be  helpful.  (18,400  acre-feet  is  the  average  present  level  of 
diversion.) 

—  The  56,100  acre-foot  diversion  (p.  4-29)  was  a  compromise  figure 
developed  to  provide  protection  for  the  endangered  woundfin  while  main- 
taining a  reasonable  level  of  water  deliveries  for  projected  uses.  This 
was  not  intended  to  be  totally  compatible  with  the  49,400  acre-foot 
delivery  schedule  proposed  by  the  Washington  County  Water  Conservancy 
District. 

—  It  is  extremely  unlikely  that  the  change  in  operation  at  the  Hurricane 
Diversion  would  result  in  significant  long-term  changes  in  downstream  sedi- 
ment concentration  (p.  4-35). 

—  The  conclusion  that  proposed  diversions  will  decrease  future  hydroelectric 
production  is  extremely  speculative  (p.  4-33).  Changes  in  salinity,  and  the 
impact  on  water  uses  is  equally  questionable  (p.  4-38). 

—  There  is  significant  professional  disagreement  on  the  impacts  on  the 
woundfin  population  would  be  under  various  levels  of  diversion  (p.  4-42).   It 
would  seem  only  fair  to  admit  that  disagreement  and  cite  a  reference  where 
information  on  the  other  viewpoint  may  be  obtained.   {Uinget,  Dr.  Robert  N. 
1977.   Impact  of  the  Warner  Valley  Water  Project  on  Endangered  Fish  in  the 
Virgin  River.  Vaughn  Hansen  Associates,  Salt  Lake  City.) 


Response  123-24 

Presently  at  the  Hurricane  and  LaVerkin  diversions,  approximately  17,200 
acre-feet  are  diverted  annually  (Chapter  3,  Water  Resources)  for  irrigation 
and  powerplant  use.  Under  Alternative  1,  approximately  56,100  acre-feet 
would  be  diverted  for  irrigation,  powerplant,  and  the  Warner  Valley  water 
project.  Of  this  amount,  18,400  acre-feet  would  be  available  for  the  Hurri- 
cane and  LaVerkin  areas,  an  increase  of  1,200  acre-feet  annually.  This  would 
be  due  to  the  ability  of  the  Warner  Valley  reservoir  to  supply  supplemental 
water  to  the  Hurricane  Fields  when  low  flows  would  be  less  than  the  area's 
diversion  rights  (personal  communication.  Dr.  Norm  Stauffer,  September  17, 
1980).  For  further  information  see  the  Water  Resources  sections  in  Chapters 
3  and  4  of  the  final  EIS. 

Response  123-25 

Your  comment  is  correct,  and  although  it  is  not  compatible  with  the 
proposed  water  uses  or  with  the  USFWS  biological  opinion,  it  is  still  the 
flow  regime  proposed  by  the  applicant  (Washington  County  Water  Conservancy 
District).  See  the  Warner  Valley  Water  project  section  under  Alternatives  1 
and  3  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 

Response  123-26 

D.B.  Simons,  in  Appendix  D  of  the  Hydrology  Chapter  of  Vaughn  Hansen 
(1977)  states  that  ".  .  .  sediment  could  alter  the  river  environment  for 
short  periods  of  time,  but  a  comprehensive  analysis  of  the  total  problem 
shows  that  the  impact  is  trivial  except  locally  and  the  impact  is  only  sig- 
nificant during  periods  of  low  flows."  See  the  revised  Virgin  River  System 
section  of  Chapter  3  in  the  final  EIS. 

Response  123-27 

Table  4-5  in  the  final  EIS  indicates  that  the  CP  National  water  right  of 
100  ft3/s  for  hydroelectric  power  generation  is  presently  available  for 
diversion  approximately  9  months  annually.  Under  Alternative  1,  this  water 
right  would  be  satisfied  only  about  4  months  of  each  year.  Presently  CP 
National  is  diverting  about  40  ft3/s  on  the  average  for  power  generation 
annually.  Changes  in  salinity  are  based  on  the  reduction  of  "dilution"  water 
on  the  saline  LaVerkin  Springs  water. 

Response  123-28 

Professional  disagreement  on  the  impacts  to  the  woundfin  minnow  popula- 
tions have  stemmed  from  the  lack  of  sufficient  data.  The  USFWS  has  recently 
completed  extensive  studies  concerning  the  flow  requirements  for  the  woundfin 
minnow.  This  information  is  reflected  in  their  most  recent  biological  opin- 
ion which  is  included  in  the  final  EIS  in  Appendix  15. 

Figure  3-7  shows  the  general  distribution  of  the  woundfin  minnow.  While 
some  stretches  of  the  Virgin  River  are  dry  parts  of  the  year,  woundfin  min- 
nows may  inhabit  these  stretches  during  periods  of  higher  water. 

Figure  4-9  reflects  the  new  USFWS  biological  opinion  on  the  general 
impacts  that  would  result  from  the  implementation  of  Alternative  1. 
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Additionally,  the  map  on  p.  3-20  misrepresents  the  range  of  the 
woundfin.  Some  stretches  of  the  river  are  nearly  always  dry  and  hardly 
qualify  as  habitat  (see  Vaughn  Hansen  report). 

The  map  on  p. 4-44  overstates  the  impact  of  the  diversion  and  the 
conclusions  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Biological  Opinion.  The 
revised  opinion  which  is  expected  shortly  should  supercede  this  analysis, 
and  our  contents.  We  hope  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  BLM's  inter- 
pretation of  that  opinion  before  the  final  statement  is  written. 
"--  Alternative  3  (p.  4-97)  assumes  a  reservoir  designed  to  yield  only 
24,000  acre-feet  annually.  At  this  time,  such  an  alternative  does  not 
seem  compatible  with  the  goals  and  objectives  of  the  state  regarding 
development  and  use  of  water. 


Response  123-29 

The  24,000  acre-feet  average  annual  reservoir  yield  was  based  on  a 
diversion  of  flow  above  that  required  by  the  endangered  woundfin  minnow  in 
the  USFWS  biological  opinion  of  April  3,  1978.  We  acknowledge  that  there  is 
a  conflict  between  Federal  law  and  State  of  Utah  goals  in  this  alternative 
flow  regime. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIKE  SERVICE 

AREA  OI'IICK    COIjURAIJO— UTAH 

1311  FEDERAL  BUILDING 

125  SOUTH  STATE  STKEET 

SALT  LAKE  CITY.  UTAH    84138 

August  22,  1980 


TO:      State  Director 

Bureau  of  Lard  Management 
Salt  Lake  City,  UT 


FP.O'I:    Area  Manager,  USF1IS 
Salt  Lake  City,  UT 

SUBJECT:  Pevlew  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  for  the  Allen- 
'.:arrer  Valley  Energy  System  in  Utah,  Arizona,  Nevada,  and 
California  (EC  20/32) 


This  is  in  response  to  your  June  23,  1930,  letter  transmitting  the  sub- 
ject draft  statenent. 


General  CoT-ents 

Y.e   have  reviewed  the  draft  statenent  and  find  that  it  is  inadequate  in 
several  respects  regarding  analysis  and  discussion  of  project  impacts  on 
fish  and  wildlife  resources. 


The  Council  on 
ing  the  Nation 
"ViEPA  prccedur 
to  public  offi 
actions  are  ta 
scientific  ana 
essential  to  i 
NEPA  process  i 
are  based  on  u 
actions  that  p 

As  written,  we 
■-akers  and  the 
fish  and  wildl 


Environmental  Ouality  (CEQ)  final  regulations  implement- 
lal  Environmental  Policy  Act  (HEPA)  state  in  Section  1500.1(b), 
es  nust  insure  that  environmental  information  is  available 
cials  and  citizens  before  decisions  are  made  and  before 
ken.  The  infomation  must  be  of  high  quality.  Accurate 
lysis,  expert  agency  comments,  and  public  scrutiny  are 
npler-enting  IIEPA."  Section  1500.1(c)  further  states,  "The 
s  intended  to  help  public  officials  make  decisions  that 
nderstanding  of  envi ronnental  consequences,  and  take 
rotect,  restore,  and  enhance  the  environment." 


do  not  believe  that  the  draft  statement  provides  decision- 
public  with  a  full  discussion  and  comparison  of  potential 
ife  impacts  associated  with  each  alternative. 

Section  1502.25(a)  of  the  CEO  final  regulations  directs  that  "To  the 
fullest  orient  possible,  agencies  shall  prepare  draft  environmental 
irpact  statements  concurrently  with  and  integrated  with  environmental 
inoact  analyses  and  related  studies  required  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Coordination  Act  (16  U.S.C.  Sec.  470  et.  seq.),  ...  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  of  1973  (16  U.S.C.  Sec.  1531  et.  seq.),  and  other  environ- 
mental review  laws  and  executive  orders."  It  appears  that  the  schedule 


U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

Response  124-1 

A  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (FWCA)  Technical  Assistance  Report 
was  furnished  to  BLM  October  1980  and  is  included  in  Appendix  15  and  refer- 
enced in  the  Wildlife  section  of  Chapter  4.  This  report  contains  a  discus- 
sion of  mitigating  measures  recommended  by  USFWS.  Consultation  requirements 
under  FWCA  were  fulfilled  by  receipt  of  the  report. 

During  BLM's  scoping  process  for  the  AWV  project,  no  agency  or  the 
public  identified  wildlife  (except  threatened  and  endangered  species)  as  a 
major  area  of  concern.  Therefore,  the  analysis  in  the  draft  EIS  only 
included  a  general  discussion  and  analysis  of  wildlife  (except  threatened  and 
endangered  species).  Clearly  identified  areas  of  concern  are  indicated  and 
will,  in  the  Technical  Assistance  Report,  receive  further  consideration  in 
the  decision  making  process,  with  consultation  under  the  FWCA  being  reini- 
tiated as  specific  decision  making  actions  take  place.  Additional  stipula- 
tions or  recommendations  may  be  required  prior  to  issuance  of  a  404  perait. 
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Page  2 

of  preparation  and  review  of  the  draft  statement  could  have  been  more 
clos°ly  coordinated  with  F'.IS.  The  completion  of  our  FVICA  report  and  the 
Section  7  consul Ution  process  will  follow  the  review  period  for  the 
draft  statement  by  approximately  three  weeks.  Although  information 
resulting  fron  these' efforts  will  be  incorporated  into  the  final  EIS,  it 
would  have  been  more  useful  to  the  public  in  their  evaluation  of  project 
impacts  during  the  draft  statement  review. 

Section  1502.14(f)  of  the  CEQ  final  regulations  implementing  MEPA  state 
that  the  Envircn-iontal  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  is  required  to  "Include 
appropriate  mitigation  neasures  not  already  included  in  the  proposed 
action  cr  alternative."  Further,  Section  1502.16(h)  requires  a  discussion 
ofthe  "mans  to  nitigate  adverse  environmental  impacts."  In  the  case 
of  Td/,<;  r-~ -'■■■'.-■-;  v.  aw^--'?r,  12  ERC  1676  (1973,  unofficially  reported) 
the  c3-.rt  ral:5  t-at  an-ad:-quate  mitigation  plan  must  be  included  in  an 
rIS  and  th.:t  ci  vil  iance  with  the  Fish  and  '.Midlife  Coordination  Act 
\v:.1")   is  a  pr2r:--:isite  to  the  validity  of  an  EIS.  Without  inclusion 
of  the  -.•■■' k  ini "measures  needed  to  compensate  for  fish  and  wildlife 
losses  associated  with  the  proposed  Allen-'..'arner  Valley  Energy  System, 
the  requirements  of  liEPA  and  the  CEQ  will  be  violated. 

The  draft  indicates  that  a  ELM  preferred  alternative  villi  be  identified 
in  »h"  fir-al  EIS.  The  PL':  preferred  alternative  should  include  an 
adequate  nitieation  plan  developed  jointly  among  the  Fish  and  '.Midlife 
Service  (F.'sj,  the  affected  state  fish  and  wildlife  agencies,  BUI,  and 
the  applicant. 

In  Summary  the  draft  statement  is  inadequate  in  its  lack  of  quantification 
in  th»  description  of  the  affected  environment  and  impacts  thereto  as 
related  to  fish  and  wildlife.  Several  times  the  draft  refers  to  consultation 
with  F"S  in  a-ordance  with  the  F'.CA,  implying  that  we  will  provide  some 
of  this  quantification.  Sy  memorandum  dated  March  5,  1980,  you  requested 
".  .  .  consultation  and  recommendations  on  fish  and  wildlife  resources 
for  the  proposed  l.'arner  Vallev  '.later  Project."  However,  there  was  no 
recuest  for  technical  assistance  to  conduct  specific  vegetative  or  wild- 
life inventories.  Without  such  a  request,  our  Coordination  Act  respon- 
sibility is  limited  to  evaluating  BLM's  assessment  of  project  impacts  on 
fish  and  wildlife  resources,  and  providing  recommendations  to  prevent  or 
co-— ensate  for  resource  losses  or  to  enhance  these  resources.  A  formal 
'lemorandun  of  Understanding  (KOU)  between  BLM  and  FWS,  signed  May  27, 
!?0,  outlines  this  soneuhat  limited  responsibility  in  Section  V,  "General 
Principles  and  Procedures." 

Section  V  stipulates  that  in  nul tiple-use  planning,  "BLM  is  responsible 
for  assuring  the  collection,  inventory,  and  subsequent  analysis  of  fish, 
wildlife,  vegetation,  and  other  resource  related  data  on  the  public 
lands." 

The  draft  statenent  specifically  indicates  that  FWS  will  determine  the 
significance  of  the  effects  on  downstream  wetlands  resulting  from  the 
proposed  diversion  of  water  from  the  Virgin  River.  The  draft  assumes 
that  the  diversion  will  have  some  effect  on  downstream  wetlands.  How- 
ever, there  is  no  way  to  evaluate  just  what  the  effect  might  be.  No 
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.5^a,^TrsK-a«'&wss«,ss»,s«. 

The  draft  statement  also  may  be  inadequate  in  »oord*no«irt ***«*£ 
1502  25(b)  of  the  CEQ  final  regulations  which  states  that,  Inedrart 

™(  t!  impact  statement  shall  list  all  Federa  pern  Us.  "senses. 
and  other  entitlements  which  must  be  obtained  in  implementing  the  pro 
oosal   If  it  is  uncertain  whether  a  Federal  permit,  license  or  other 

iement  is  necessary,  the  draft  environmental  impact  s  a £»nt  shall 
so  indicate."  The  draft  does  not  identify  the  need  for  a  Section  Ji 
perm it  (Federal  Hater  Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of  1972  (33 
5  ™  m'))    ^  the  construction  of  a  now  Hurricane  "version.   t 

rSL? fo/^rrT  oVTi   StSKF  nto°thehVi^n  SSr^i?  f 
'or        „id  -",  1    i:;:  the  amplication  in  accordance  with 
?£  "f^CA   m  final  EIS  should  discuss  tie  Section  434  Por,it  require- 
ment if  it  is  determined  that  this  Federal  permit  must  be  obtained  .0 
implement  construction  of  the  diversion. 

potential  effects  on  the  refuge. 

Although  we  have  identified  several  areas  of  Inadequacy  *"****£ 
statement,  it  appears  that  all  may  be  resolved  n  th«  Jlnrt  "S. 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  statement. 

As  per  our  prior  arrangements  we  wil 1  be  providing  our  FUCA  report  and 
biological  opinion  (Section  7)  by  September  15,  19S0. 


Response  124-2 

The  need  for  a  permit  from  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  for  discharge  of 
dredged  material  into  the  Virgin  River  is  identified  on  the  first  page  of 
Appendix  5  in  the  final  EIS. 

Response  124-3 

The  Desert  National  Wildlife  Range  is  designated  as  a  Class  II  PSD  area. 
As  discussed  in  the  Air  Quality  section  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in 
the  final  EIS,  all  Class  II  PSD  requirements  and  NAAQS  »ust  be  »et  before  a 
permit  is  issued  by  EPA. 


Memorandum 


Jarres  A.   Birns 
Assistant  Secretary 
Resource;  Agency 


Dot*       September  26,   1950 


Telephone:   ATSS  ( 
( 
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STATE   Of   CALIFORNIA— THE    RESOURCES   AGENCY 


EDMUND  G.    ItOWN    J*     Co.. 


CALIFORNIA   ENERGY  COMMISSION 

1111    HOWE    AVENUE 
SACRAMENTO.  CMIfOSNiA  95933 

(916)    920-6103 


From  Ccilifc-f nia  I ncrgy  Commission 

111!   Haw*  **«„„• 


August    21 ,     1980 


Scb;«<:    ALLEN  UKKER  VALLEY  E'.'ERGY  SYSTEM 


DEIS     SCH  8006.220 


Ul 
VO 


The  staff  o:   the  California  Er.sroy  Ccr.T.issicn  (CEC)  reviewed  the  above  subject 
Cozvznt  and  for. .creed  ccsrants  to  Mr.   Morgan  Jensen,  Bureau  of  Lend  Management 
(ELM)  on  /jgust  21,   IS£C. 

I  an  fcr.ardino  these  ccrrents  to  you  along  with  the  undated  version  of  the 
Z-:-.--i-  cf  the  Si-i  report  (refer  to  August  21,   1SC0  letter  to  Mr.   Jensen). 

V.'e  look  fcrvard  to  receiving  the  ELK's  final   E1S.     If  you  have  any  questions, 
pices?  contact  David  Maul  of  the  Engineering  and  Environmental   Division  at 
920-7525. 


cc:     State  Clearinghouse 


Mr.    Morgan    Jensen 

District    Manager 

Bureau    of    Land    Management 

P.O.    Box    724 

1579  H.  Main  street 

Cedar  City,  Utah   S4720 

Dear  Mr .  Jensen : 
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onriantal  Inoact  Report 

environncntal  evaluat 

e  California  state  age 
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or  the  CFUC's  A'..'VES  pr 
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letter    of    June    23,     193-3 
Enerr.y    Commission    (CEC)    is 
e    draft    EIS    for    the    Alien- 
Since    the    California 
is    responsible    for 

to    Ai.'VES,    and    is    preparing 

(EIR),    we    have    not    com-ented 
ions    in    the    EIS.       However, 
ncy    responsible    for 
is    also    intervening    in    the 
oceeding.       Accordingly,    we 

the   draft    EIS   which    address 
rn   California   Edison    (SCE) 


In    addition    to   our   comments,    we    have    included    two   CEC 
publications    which    are    relevant    to    the    question    of    need.       We 
will    also    send    you    an    updated    version    of    the    Decade    of    the    Sun 
report    cited    in    the    draft    EIS    as    soon    as    it    is    available    (about 
September    1 ) . 

Finally,     the    draft    EIS    cites    a    preliminary    April    25,     1930,    CEC 
staff    memorandum.       Since    then,    that    analysis    has    been    updated    to 
incorporate    the    most    recent    SCE    and    PG&E    resource    plans    (June    10 
and    May    21,     1 980    respectively).       This    update,    which    is    Mr.    David 
Marcus's    testimony    on    behalf   of    the    CEC    given    in    the    CPUC's 
AWVES    proceeding,     is    enclosed. 


California  Energy  Commission,   Sacramento,   California 

Response  125-1 

The  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  CEC  as  itentioned  in  your  co»«nt  Is 
incorporated  in  the  updated  discussion  in  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed 
Project  section  of  Chapter  1  of  the  final   EIS. 


Mr.  Morgan  Jen3en 
Page  Two 
August  21,  1980 


We  lock  forward  to  receiving  the  BLM's  final  EIS.   If  you  have 
any  questions  on  any  of  our  comments  or  any  of  the  materials 
sufc-.itted ,  please  feel  free  to  contact  either  Ms.  Dian  Grueneich 
at  916/920-7741  or  Mr.  David  Marcus  at  9 16/920-6010. 

Sincerely  your3, 


CO 
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CKC_fq~".£ntr.  on  th?_fi 
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PC-  S-5,  line  1: 


PC.  S-8,  para.  5: 


Reid  Gardner  Units  1-3  are  already 
operating,  and  Unit  U  is  under 
construction,  not  just  proposed. 


Pp.  3-38  and  3-39  indicate  t 
St.  George  use  less  than  1C' 
that  their  shares  of  A'..'VES  V 
contribute  only  minimally  tc 
displacement.  A  recent  PGiE 
(Colunn  1,  Table  5  cf  the  Te 
PG1E  witness  Williarrs,  Exh. 
Application  No.  59303,  CP'JC 
of  Public  Convenience  and  ::e 
licensing  proceeding,  herein 
as  "CPUC  Co.  59  305")  shows  t 
resource  plan  for  1990  would 
CEC  forecast,  result  in  less 
hours  generated  at  the  Ilonte 
plant  and  potrero  synfuels  p'.ar.t 
those  plants  would  be  capable  of 
generating.  The  docur-.ent  ir.pl  ies 
in  PG&E's  estimation  only  about  2 
PCiE's  Al.'YES  energy  would  displac 
and  gas  plants,  with  the  other  1/ 
displacing  non-oil  plants. 


Pg.  S-11,  par 
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Pg.  1-1,  para,  t : 


PC-  1-3,  para. 
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5:  "SEC"  should  be  "SC 
Cogent  2. 


Also,  see 


See  Comment  1 . 

See  Cedents  2 
unclear  why  St 
in  Alternative 
Alternative  2. 


and  3.   Also,  it  is 
George  is  included  ho 
1  but  not  under 


Does  St.  George's  announced  need  for 
I3.7  t'.w  by  1990  rem  that  81. 3  !%'  of  its 
share  are  unneedod  even  by  its  c..". 
opinion? 

Since  Hay  21,  19S0,  both  SCE  a-id  TT:',Z 
have  produced  new,  lewer  der.and 
forecasts  and  associated  resource 
plans.   Eased  on  there  resource  plirs 
the  CEC's  test  irony  to  the  CPUC  was 
revised  (see  attache!  testiriny,  of 
David  V.nrcus),  wilh  the  result  thV.  for 
FGAE  "193  ;i.;"  should  be  changrd  to  "i$3 


e. 


para.  5: 


9-   Page  2-32: 


CO 
O-i 


10 


10. 


PE-  2-U6,    ilea    "  T 


11 


Kv".   In  f.Ufuai,  15:0,  PC4E  announced 

yet  another  r-:  r!;ict  i  o:j  in  itr  dc-'jnd 
forecast.   Hc-.:cver,  this  latest  change 
does  net  affect  the  CEC's  position, 
which  is  bescd  on  the  CEC's  ov:n  adopted 
forecast. 

"recently  announced  their  intentions"  is 
incorrect.   FG&E's  1600  Ka  i'ontezui.ia 
ect"  was  announced  in  1977-   It  has 


,   1969,  4  ::\i;i.i)5  ueiurc  ndi'ry 
Allen  Unit  1.   SCE's  Cal  Coal  project  is 
in  the  KOI  process,  with  a  decision  due 
in  early  1981.   Operation  was  originally 
scheduled  for  1955,  but  has  been  slipped 
to  June  1991  for  need  and  financial 
reasons . 
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tion    of    the    Eastern 
sten   connecting   Warner 
len    Canyon    Dar.    area. 

absence    of   an   Eastern 
stc-n    is    re-levp.nt    to 
use    it    would    affect    both 

of    power    supply    from 
o    California    and    the 
alifornia    surplus    power 
the   Southwest. 


:It    is    not    true    that    "only    developnent 
above    that   already   planned    by    the 
utilities    could    be    considered    as    a    valid 
alternative    to    the    AI.'V    project".      SCE 
and    FCjE's   plens    are    based    on    their   own 
demand    forecasts,    not    that    of    the    CEC, 
which    the    PUC    is    also    using    in    its    AI.'VES 
licensing   proceeding.       Since    both    SCE 
and    TGiE's    forecasts    are    higher    thr>n    the 
CEC's    adopted    forecast    in    the    1C90    tine 
period,    their    resource    plans   nay    include 
projects    which    are    not    needed    to   neet 
derand    and    can    be    considered    as    valid 
alternatives    to   AV.'VES.       For   exanple,    the 
CEC's    testimony    to    the    PUC   considered 
PGlE'r.    proposed    "onte-.una    plant    as    a 
possible    substitute    for    PG&E's    proposed 
A'm'VF.S   share. 


Response  125-2 

The  Summary  is  changed  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  this  information  from 
your  comment. 

Response  125-3 

The  information  provided  by  your  comment  is  utilized  in  the  Purpose  and 
Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS. 

Response  125-4 

The  Summary  is  changed  in  the  final   EIS  to  reflect  your  comment. 

Response  125-5 

Refer  to  Response  125-2  which  addresses  this  comment. 

Response  125-6 

The  text  is  corrected  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  the  comment.  The  city 
of  St.  George  would  not  receive  generating  capacity  from  the  proposed  Harry 
Allen  powerplant  as   described   in  Alternative  4,    Chapter  2   of   the  final   EIS. 

Response  125-7 

The  excess  of  electrical  generating  capacity,  over  and  above  that  which 
St.  George  would  use,  would  presumably  be  sold  as  layoff  power.  The  assump- 
tion that  this  excess  is  not  needed  by  1990,  even  by  their  own  assumption,  is 
correct. 

Response  125-8 

The  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  is  revised 
in  the  final   EIS  to  reflect  the  information  contained  in  you»-  comment. 

Response  125-9 

This  information  was  used  in  updating  the  Interrelated  Projects  section 
of  Chapter  1  and  in  the  Impacts  of  Major  Concern  section  under  Alternative  6 
in  Chapter  4  as  shown  in  the  final   EIS. 

Response  125-10 

According  to  CPUC  (Environmental  Impact  Report,  1980),  surplus  power  is 
available  from  major  power  stations  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project 
during  average  or  better  water  years,  but  the  lack  of  adequate  interconnec- 
tions to  the  California  utilities  precludes  the  use  of  the  resource. 


Response  125-11 

The    text    is    changed    to    reflect    the    comment. 
Alternative  5  in  Chapter  2  of  the  final   EIS. 


See   the   description   of 
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fC-    2-Kb, 


para. 


Conncnl    10. 


PC-    2->t6,    para.    7:    Sec    Conr.-nt    7. 


Pg-    2-'*7,    Table 
2-15: 


This  table  should  be  updated  to  reflect 
PCiE's  newest  resource  plan.   (Included 
in  Testiony  of  PG4E  witness  Willizas 
Exh.  38,  CPUC  Ho.  59308).   It  should' 
extend  through  1991  to  be  consistant 
with  the  analysis  or  SCE  (Table  2-16). 
SynTuels  fro.Ti  coal  and  purchases  should 
be  added  as  PGiE-planncd  additions  of 
non-oil  resources. 


Pg.  2-18,  Table 
2-16: 


Pg-  2-1)9,  para. 


lb.   Page  2-51: 


This  table  should  he  updated  to  reflect 
SCE's  latest  resource  plan. 

2:  An  updated  version  of  Decade  of  the  S-.jtj 

is  scheduled  for  release  at  the  end  of 

August  1930  ar.d  will  be  sent  to  BLH  as 
soon  as  available. 

Additional  and  more  recent  discussions 
of  conservation  measures  can  be  found  in 
of  PG4E,  SCE,  and  the  CE'C  staff 
submissions  to  the  CEC's  Eiennial  Report 
III  proceeding  (CEC  Dnckel  Nj.  80-5B- 
3)-   Also,  the  testimony  of  the 
Environmental  Defense  Fund  in  the  CPUC's 
AVVtS  proceeding  and  the  recent  Natural 
Resources  Defense  Council  publication, 
h;Q>lLn£j_al^f_gxjUHj_Qwa_rd__;.  _Fc-nej..'3b!e 
Un.tu: s:y_F_i>_turs    .discuss  further     " 
conservation  potential. 

Pg.  3-35,  para.  2:  The  PUC  itself  (as  distinguished  froa 

its  staff)  has  officially  decided  to  use 
the  CEC's  forecast  in  its  AI.'VES 
licensing  proceeding.   (Decision  Ho. 


19 


18,      Pp.    3-36   and    3-37, 
Tables    3-2    and    3-3: 


It   should    be    noted    that    the    CEC's 
forecast    is   not    for  SCE    and    PG.'-E's 
"service    area"    but    rather    Tor    a  •-. 
geographical    area.       Likewise,    SCE   and 
PGiE's   own    resource    plans    are    based    tint 
on    their    "service    area"    but    rather   on 
their    "planning    area",    which    can    be 


Response  125-12 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Response  125-11. 

Response  125-13 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Response  125-8. 

Response  125-14 

The    text    is    updated    to   reflect  PG&E's  most  recent   resource  plan.      See 
the  description  of  Alternative  5  in  Chapter  2  of  the  final  EIS. 

Response   125-15 

The    text    is    updated    to    reflect    SCE's    latest    resource    plan.      See    the 
description  of  Alternative  5  in  Chapter  2  of  the  final   EIS. 

Response  125-16 

The   updated    information    from  this   comment  is  included  in  the  final   EIS. 
See  the  description  of  Alternative  5  in  Chapter  2. 

Response  125-17 

The  discussions  concerning  Alternative  5  have  been  updated  with  the  most 
recent    CPUC    staff    technical     reports    and    the    Environmental    Defense    Fund's 
publication,  An  Alternative  to  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System:     A  Tech- 
nical  and  Economic  Analysis    (1980).      See   the  discussion  of  Alternative   5    in 
Chapters  2  and  4  of  the  final  EIS. 


Response  125-18 

The  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  is  changed 
in  the  final   EIS  to  reflect  your  comment. 

Response  125-19 

The  Existing  and  Projected  Energy  Desand  section  In  Chapter  3  is  revised 
in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  your  comment. 
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quite  different.  The  majoi  ciiTferences 
between  the  CLC  and  f'G&S  rert-cast  area3 
arc : 

a.  Sacramento  tiunisipal  Utility 
District   -  PG&S  includes,  CEC 
forecasts  separately 

b.  I'odesto  4  Turlocl:  Irrigation 
Districts  -  PG4E  includes  PGiE- 
served  loads  only;  CEC  counts 
total  riD-TID  demand,  including 
that  met  by  existing  MID-TID 
resources  (168  I'w  as  of 
12/31/79). 

c.  California  Department  of  V.'ater 
Resources  (CDl.'R)  -  PGiE  excludes 
after  1/1/83;  CEC  includes  a 
large  portion  post  +933.   (Exh. 
51  of  CPUC  Ho.  59308). 

d.  Cogeneration  -  PG4E  excludes  all 
future  potential  cogeneration; 
CEC  counts  75  Hw  of  cogeneration 

The  oajor  differences  between  the  CEC 
and  SCE  forecasts  are: 

a.  CDWR  -  SCE  excludes  ifter 
1/1/83;  CEC  includes  100-200  Ilw 
for  post  19S3- 

b.  Cogeneration  -  SCE  counts 
approximately  150  !!v  core 
cogeneration  in  1991  than  CEC 
does. 

Pp.  3-38  and  3-39:  See  Comment  2  re  oil  displacement . 

Pp.    3-140   and    3-11, 

Tables    3-1    and    3-5:See    CPUC's    draft    Al/VES   E1R,    Appendix    2, 
which    contains   more    recent    information. 

P6-    1-33.    para.    6:    How   rany   Km   of   hydroelectric   power  would 
be    foregone    by    preclusion    of   CP    National 
plans    for   expansion    of    its    existing 
power   plant. 


Pg.    1-16: 

Pg.    1-69,    para. 


See   Comnent    9- 

1:    SCE    and    PG1S   have    both    testified    in    the 
CPUC's    A'.i'VES    proceedings    that    they 


Response   125-20 

Response  125-3  addresses  your  concern  about  oil  displacement. 

Response  125-21 

The  information  included  in  this  comment  is  incorporated  into  tables  3-4 
and  3-5  in  the  final   EIS. 

Response  125-22 

Approximately  400  to  500  kW  of  hydroelectric  power  would  be  foregone 
with  the  preclusion  of  CP  National's  existing  water  right  to  divert  an  addi- 
tional 60  cubic  feet  per  second  of  the  Virgin  River.  The  utility  is  cur- 
rently upgrading  its  canal  leading  to  the  1,000-kW  facility  in  order  to  use 
their  full  water  right  in  approximately  5  years  (personal  communication, 
Wallace  Smith,  CP  National,  September  12,   1980). 

Response  125-23 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Response  125-10. 

Response  125-24 

The  70-percent  capacity  factor  is  used  as  a  basis  of  analysis  as  sug- 
gested by  NPC.  The  actual  average  capacity  that  would  be  maintained  at 
either  of  the  powerplants  would  depend  on  nany  factors  not  considered  in  this 
analysis. 
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Pg.  I-HI  and 
1-115: 


expect  fcUVES  to  have  an  average  capacity 
Tactor  oT  (j'j".,    not  701!.   65J  is  also  the 
value  generally  used  Tor  future  coal 
plants  in  CF.C  analysis.   This  capacity 
factor  would  result  in  a  mean  output  of 
1625  Mw,  not  1750  Mw. 


See  enclosed  testimony  of  David  Marcus. 
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'25.   Pg.  1-119, 

para.  5:   Sone  specific  alternatives  not  in  current  utility 
resource  plans  include: 

a.   Nuclear:    177-987  Mw  of  capacity  fron 

the  Palo  Verde   nuclear  Units 
1-3  in  Arizona  (planned  for 
operation  in  1983,  1961,  and 
1986)  is  or  will  soon  be  for 
sale.   See  8/7/80  Nucleonics 
Keek  ) 
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26.   Pg.  1-150, 
para.  3: 


b.   Gas  Turbines: 


c.      Synfuels: 


SCE's    Lucerne    Valley 
project    (1290    Mw)    has    as 
approved    !10I ,    and    an    AFC 
is    currently    pending 
before    the    CEC    for 
approval    of    the    project 
as    a    ct/.itir.£CL:c>' 
resource.      The    AFC 
decision   is   due   in    1981. 


PG&E's    Pittsburg    8-9    project 
(1600    Kw)    has    an    approved 
KOI.       No    AFC    has    yet    been 
filed. 


Other   technologies: 


See    the    enclosed    CEC 
staff    report, 
Copparative 
Evaluation    of 
No  ntrajit ional 
En" rgv    Resources 


There    is    no    federal    requirement    for    reducing 
oil    use    below    historic    levels    for    existing 
power   plants,    nor    for    gas    until    1990. _   Oil 
and    gas   used    in    existing    plants    is    considered 
a   practical    alternative    for    future 
generation    of    electricity.       Moreover,    PCAE 
is   proposing    to    use    gas    in    a    new   powt?r   plant 
(Potrero  7,    378   Mw)    for   its    first   5   years   of 


Response  125-25 

The  text  is  updated  to  reflect  the  information  contained  in  this  testi- 
mony.     See    the    discussion    of    Alternative    5    in  Chapter  4  of   the   final    EIS. 

Response  125-26 

This  information  has  been  revised  in  the  preparation  of  Existing  and 
Projected  Energy  Sources  Mix  section  in  Chapter  3  and  is  reflected  in  the 
final   EIS. 

Response  125-27 

Although  the  use  of  oil  and  gas  will  continue  in  the  next  10  years  (and 
beyond)  to  be  consumed  for  the  generation  of  electricity  in  California,  the 
political  and  legal  direction  taken  by  both  State  and  Federal  governments  is 
to  decrease  the  use  of  these  fuels  as  an  energy  source  in  the  future.  Refer 
to  the  Existing  Legislation  and  Incentives  Favoring  Conservation  and  the 
Development  of  Alternative  Energy  Sources  section  of  Chapter  3  in  the  final 
EIS  for  more  information. 


27.       Pg.    "4-150, 
para.    I): 
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P.    4-150, 
para.    5: 

Pg.    1-150, 
para.    6: 


operation.       Aloe,    the    Calirorntn    -ns 
utilities    project    very    substantial 

availability   of    f/ns    Tor    po.'jr    plants    in    the 
19&0's    especially    nflcr     '9fcj.       Sep,    the   1255_ 
Gas   Report   submitted    to    the    CPUC. 


It    is    not    true    that   hydro   plants   have    low 
reliability.      They    often    have    low   capacity 
factors,    and    they    often   have    dry-year 
dependable    capacity    below    their    installed 
capacity.       Neither    is    the   sane    as    low 
reliability. 


See   Comment    25,    item   d. 

The    Cal    Coal    project    is    in    licensing,    not 
just    "under   study".       The    KOI    was    filed   with 
the   CEC    in    Deee-ber    1979-      Also,    KPC    is 
currently    b.ilding    the    Reid    Gardner   1    project 
in    partnership   with    the    CDWR,    and   will    have 
access    to   225    Kw   of   peaking    capacity   fron 
Reid    Gardner    1),    according    to    its 
Participation    Agreement    with    the    CDWR    (DWR 
Contract    £'&53372). 


CALIFORNIA    ENERGY    COMMISSION 

NEED    FOR    PGE    AND    SCE    PARTICIPATION    IN    THE 
HARRY    ALLEN-WARNER    .'ALLEY    ENERGY    SYSTEM 


PACIFIC    GAS    AND    ELECTRIC    COMPANY    AKD 

SOUTHERN    CALIFORNIA    EDISICN    COMPANY 

APPLICATION    HO.    59308 


Response   125-28 

The   text   is   changed  to   reflect  the  comment. 
4  of  the  final   EIS. 


See  Alternative  6,  Chapter 


Response  125-29 

Ihe  text  is  updated  to  reflect  the  information  contained  in  this  testi- 
mony. See  the  discussion  of  the  California  utilities  in  Alternative  6, 
Chapter  4  of  the  final   EIS. 

Response  125-30 

The  text  is  updated  to  reflect  your  comment.  See  the  discussion  con- 
cerning the  California  utilities  in  Alternative  6,  Chapter  4  of  the  final 
EIS. 


David    Marcus 
Sacramento,    California 
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(Revised  in  accordance  with  oral  testimony 

eS  July  l"  1980,  originally  dated  May  22.  19SO) 


Southern  California  Edison  Company  (SCE)  and  Fac  Tic  Gas  and  Electric 
Coapany  (PG&E),  along  with  two  out-of-state  particlp .  nts  (Nevada  Fewer  Ccopany 
and  the  City  of  St.  George,  Utah),  propose  to  constr  ct,  operate,  and  ir,aintain 
a  coal-fired  electric  generating  systeci  consisting  o  :  a  500  cegawait  (550 
generating  stctior,  to  bo  built  near  St.  George,  Utah  (the  Warner  Valley  site), 
a'  2303  '.'J   generating  station  to  be  built  near  Las  Ve;as,  Nevada  (the  Harry 
Allen  site),  a  coal  nine  in  Utah  to  supply  the  fuel  (the  Alton  Coal  Fields), 
two  slurry  pipelines  to  transport  coal  froc:  the  mine  to  the  generating 
stations,  and  trp.r.cr.i  scion  lines  to  deliver  the  power  to  the  service  areas. 

Participant  cr.ires  in  A'.f.'ES  are  as  follows: 


Harry  Allen 
SCE 
FGiE 

Nevada  Power 
Company  (S?C) 


(2003  i«) 

920  vat 
920'  ha 

160  KA 


Total  participant  chares  in  AWES: 


Warner  Va 

-ley 

SCE 

PGiE 

K?C 

City  of 

St. 

George , 

Utah 

PGiE 

SCE 

1IPC 

St. 

jeorge 

(503  <:.:) 

125  (M 
125  Ki 
125  Bt 

125  H» 


10^5  VU 

n  ti 

2S5  KW 

125  !'.-.' 


Sucnarv  of  Frcocsed  position 

The  following  determination  of  PGiE  and  SCS's  need  for  the  project  is  based 
on  the  findir;c  and  policies  adopted  by  the  CEC  in  December,  1979,  in  its 
Second  Eiennial  F.cpcrt.  Section  25309  states  that  the  P.eport  is  a 


comprehensive  document  that  is  to  "provide  the  basis  for  state  policy  and 
actions  in  relation  hereto,  ...".  Vhile  the  CEC  did  not  directly  address  the 
need  for  the  AWVES  in  the  Biennial  Report,  I  believe  the  following  analysis 
follows  directly  fro:n  the  findings  and  policies  set  forth  in  the  dociment. 
Briefly,  this  analysis  concludes  that: 


1.  There  is  an  aggregate  need  for  additional 
capacity  of  7011  fe  for  PCSS  and  6dcy  5V  fcr 
SCE  over  the  19~9-9V  period  (using  CEZ   area 
definitions)  (BF.  II,  pp.  IS). 

2.  The  F'JC  should  uce  the  CEC  Biennial  F.eccrt 
planning  criteria  in  evaluating  resources  to 
nect  this  need.  'n'niJc  cc3i  cer.  be  used  to 
r.eet  this  need,  observation,  nydro, 
geotheiTcl,  cc;-:n:ration,  wind,  cthjr 
renewable  resources,  and  resources  fueled  by 
clean  synthetic  fuels  if  availacle  sneuid  be_ 
given  preference  over  direct-fired  ccal.   (ES 
II,  pp.  2,  147). 

3.  Current  utility  plans  contain  sufficient 
preferred  resources  that,  if  ccr.strurted. 
they  would  reduce  PCiE's  r.eed  fcr  power  froa 
A'A'ES  to  l;S3  IS'.  SOE's  need  would  be  at 


FOiE 

SOE'S  need  would  ! 
least  its  proposed  snare  of  10m5  t'w 


The  above  determinations  set  forth  the  naxi-ur.  reasonable  need;  actual  need 
would  be  less  if  conservation,  cogeneration,  geothercal,  hydroelectric, 
synthetic  fuels,  or  other  preferred  alternatives  to  direct-rired  coal 
generation  are  developed  at  a  level  in  excess  of  that  in  utility  plar.s. 


A  list  cf  potential  additicnal  supply  and  conservation  r.c-asures  is  set 
forth  in  «pp?ridix  A. 


S-rmmarv  of  K-.-thriolc.-v 
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Pursuit  to  Public  Threes   Code  section  25309(b),  the  CEC  has  already 
determined  tb*  u?  to  ,8,500  K,  of  additional  capacity  is  needed  statewide 
through  199,.  (Biennial  Report  II  [hereinafter  cited  as  BR  II],  pp.  2,  3,  W<) 
The  EC  has  specified  that  the  PG1E  area  needs  up  to  7,0,1  n,   (BR  II,  p.  48, 
and  the  £CE  service  area  up  to  6.60H  X*   (33  II,  p.  «). 

The  CEC  concluded  thai  this  amount  cf  additional  capacity  is  needed  for 
four  reasons:  growth  in  demand,  compensation  for  facility  retirements, 

replacement  of  csrjer  r-—m--^-,   »..,,..<■    ■  ,. 

pcwei  c_.r.....y  transferred  frcs  the  Pacific  northwest,  and  the 

I  c;s?jaCe  utility  oil  and  gas  use  by  up  to  approximately  50  percent 
ty  1951.  (S3  II,  pp.  2,  1,7.) 

ever,  determir.iiior.  cf  the  need  for  a  certain  amount  of  additional 

capacity  is  only  the  first  step  in  s^.,,;..  tho   „„„,,  r 

->~.j  in  <-S-s:.i6  the  need  for  a  particular  new 

facility.  Ch^rjio**  Tv  r,f   **-„  r „_,  n.   .  ,  „ 

tnap.-l  ..  o.  ...e  Second  Biennial  Report  explicitly  sets  forth  not 

only  the  numerical  basis  to  te  used  by  the  state  in  determining  need  for  new 

generating  facilities,  far.  also  the  policies  and  criteria  adopted  ty  the 

Mission  for  use  by  the  state  in  evaluating  the  need  for  such  projects. 

(These  policies  are  also  su^arizod  in  Chapter  I.)  fa  stated  in  Cna?ter  „ 

the  CEC  is  rehired  by  law  tc  balance  specified  state  interests  in  establishing 

.the  official  tesis  for  plying  and  certifying  electric  facilities.  These 

interests  include  "state  and  service  area  growth,  maintenance  of  a  sound 

economy,  public  health  and  safety,  environmental  protection  and  conservation  of 

resources,  as  veil  as  tr=-:'-~-M  - >,.  -„..  j 

'-*  --■-•-*>  "■■■'   demand  considerations."  (BR  II, 

P-  35.)  The  Commission's  extensive  B*"r»-i»l  p^^t   ....  „  _.• 

--.e  _..r..x-i  Heport  proceedings  reviewed  each 

c.  th-ce  fa-o,-c  and  «»  r:r:-t  discusses  the  Commission's  key  findings  in  each 
cf  th_sc  ai_;=  (pp.  «-5£).   ;.-.  E.3r.er3li  the  czz  corcVjied   that. 


In  the  Commission 
its  need  for  n< 
...  by  approvin 
power  plants,  de: 
plants,  ragenerat 
such  as  wind,  hyd 
facilities.  '  The 
this  mix  through 
and  geotherm.rU,  w 
significant  rol 
necessary  becau 
consequences  like 
coal  are  unacce: 
term  economic  and 
state  in  developi 
sources."  (p.  18 


's  judgment,  the 
electric  generat 
g  a  mix  of  direc 
ived-fuel  plants 
ion  and  renewaol 
roelectric,  and 
predominant  e.ner 
1951  will  be  cca 
ith  wind  tegir.r.i 
in  the  late  1930 
the  environment 
ly  from  extens 
able,  and  tecaus 
environmental  t 
r,  and  urine  rer 
.") 


state  r.ust  meet 
inr  facilities 
t-curr.ing  coal 

sotherral 
e  energy  sources 
bioxass 
ry  sources  in 
1,  cogcr.eration, 
ng  to  piay  a 

s.  A  nix  is 
2l  and  health 
e  use  cf  direct 

re  are  long- 
enefits  to  the 
ewable  energy 


The  CEC,  therefore,  determined  that  a  :  .=sor.able  balance  of  state  interest 
vill  be  promoted  ty  applying  the  following  general  planning  criteria  in 
determining  need  for  new  facilities.  The  criteria  relevant  to  AWES  i.re: 


1.  Utility  supply  plans  and  Commission  decisions 
should  give  first  priority  tc  cecthermal , 
cogeneration,  and  renewacle  er.srjy  sources, 
followed  by  clean  synthetic  derived-fuels 
such  as  methanol  and  synthetic  natural  gas. 

2.  Utility  resource  plans  and  Commission  siting 
decisions  should  anticipate  a  50  percent 
reduction  in  cil  and  gas  use  in  California 
power  plants  by  1991-  The  state  should 
therefore  authorize  utilities  to  construct 
the  facilities  necessary  to  achieve  this 
reduction,  subject  to  the  availability  of 
environment.-.lly  suitable  sites,  the  financial 
abilities  cf  project  sponsors,  and  the 
economic  impacts  on  ratepayers. 


2   7ne  CEC  further  noted  that  achieving  this  ro?l  was  conditional  en  the 
continuing  availability  cf  energy  from  the  pacific  Northwest.  (ER  II,  p.  2.) 


3. 


CO 


3.   The  Corliss  ion  sees  the  need  to  approve,  on  a 
corrt.in-e.-isy  t-asis,  sites  for  approximately 

2000  t:w  of  eoroustion  turbines  for  peaxing 
capacity. 

%.       The  Commission  will  approve  proposals  to 
repcwer  existing  oil-fired  facilities  with 
natural  ras  or  clean  synthetic  fuels  provided 
that  envirc-'er.tal  and  health  and  safety 
standards  are  ret. 

5.  Additional  utility  interconnections  are 
needed. 

6.  Facilities  older  than  -5  years  should  not  be 
depended  uoon  to  derate  for  :-ore  than  15 
percent  per  year  and  are  exoected  to  be 
retired  as  new  capacity  is  developeo. 

7    To  the  extent  that  conservation  and  preferred 
alternatives  cir.net  Met  new  capacity  needs, 
the  Cor-is5icn  v:ill  approve  a  lir.ite.  a.-.aur.. 
of  new  direct  coal-fired  generating  capacity 
with  rdvsneed  control  technology. 

These  criteria  have  been  applied  in  the  following  determination  of  need  for 
AWES,  in  evaluating  the  need  in  California  for  the  capacity  to  be  supplied  by 
AWES,  I  have  assumed  that,  consistent  with  the  Biennial  Report,  first  priority 
for  satisfying  California's  future  needs  shall  be  given  to  feasible  geothemal 
energy,  cogeneration,  and  renewable  energy  sources.  I  have  reviewed  plants 
under  constructs,  in  the  licensing  process,  proposed  in  utility  resource 
plans,  and  sox*  potential  resource  additions  not  included  in  resource  plans  to 
determine  haw  r.u-h  additional  capacity  fro-  preferred  resources  is  reasonably 
likely  to  occur  and  therefore  able  to  replace  the  need  for  direct-fired  coal 
plarts  such  as  AWES.  'These  resources  (and  sy  reasons  for  assuming  their 
feasibility)  are  identified  below.  For  the  nost  part,  the  geothermal. 
cooperation,  and  renewable  resources  I  have  identified  are  either  under 
construction,  licenced  or  propped  in  utilities'  own  resource  plans. 


The  CEC  Eiennial  Report  identifies  the  potential  for  significantly  r.ore 
cogeneration,  geothernal,  bio-iass,  wind,  conservation,  and  other  preferred 
resources  than  used  in  r,y  analysis.  It  is  possible  that  such  alternatives, 
preferable  to  direct-Hred  coal  generation,  will  prove  feasible  and  reduce  the 
need  for  AWES.  However,  since  the  CEC  has  not  yet  conducted  an  in-depth 
assessment  or  the  availability  or  additional  capacity  fro-i  these  sources,  I 
have  not  relied  upon  them  in  this  analysis.  My  analysis  also  does  not  include 
any  conservation  measures  not  explicitly  included  in  the  CEC's  adopted  de-ar.d 
forecast,  which  by  law  includes  conservation  reasonably  expected  to  occur.  To 
the  extent  that  new  develcp-ents  since  the  adoption  cf  the  Eiennial  report  hr.e 
increased  the  expectable  level  of  conservation,  rcy  findings  need  tc  be 
adjusted. 

I  have  also  accepted  the  CEC's  determination  that  nethanol  and  synthetic 
natural  gas  and  other  clean  derived-fuels  are  to  be  accorded  priority;  however, 
to  this  date  no  facilities  have  been  identified  as  certain  enough  within  the 
relevant  timeframe  (1990  tc  be  included  within  this  need  assess-ent.  IT, 
however,  such  facilities  were  identified,  this  assess-^nt  would  need  to  be 
updated. 

My  analysis  also  conforms  with  the  second  planning  criteria,  in  that  it 
incorporates  a  50J  oil  and  gas  reduction  by  relying  upon  the  Ccr.-sissicn 
identified  arount  or  needed  capacity  additions.  The  Commission's  third 
criterion,  approving  co-bustion  turbines  as  a  contingency,  does  not  affect  th:: 
need  analysis  since  AWES  is  neither  a  combustion  turbine  nor  a  contingency- 
resource. 


5. 
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The  Ccmission's  fourth  criterion  deals  with  repowerir.g  existing 
facilities.  The  only  rcpowering  included  in  the  PG&E  and  SCE  resource  plans  is 
215  KM  of  uprating  by  SC£  at  seven  different  units.  Since  there  is  no 
information  as  to  whether  these  repowerings  propose  to  use  natural  gas  or  clean 
synthetic  fuels,  I  have  not  included  them  in  my   analysis. 

The  fifth  criterion  deals  with  utility  interconnections.  While  additional 
connection  have  been  proposed  (e.g.  uprating  the  Northwest  DC  intertie)  I  have 
not  relied  upon  then  in  ny  analysis  because  of  an  inability  at  this  tine  to 
quantify  the  capacity  and/or  energy  they  could  provide  in  lieu  of  AWES.  A 
recent  letter  froi  E;nneville  Power  Adninistration  to  the  California  electric 
utilities  should  enable  such  a  quantification. 

Finally,  I  complied  with  the  sixth  criterion.  I  did  not  assune  that  any 
facility  older  than  15  years  would  be  depended  on  to  operate  for  more  than  15 
percent  per  year. 

Utilizing  the  state's  adopted  planning  criteria,  1  derived  the  naxinura 
capacity  at  this  tir.e  that  reasonably  needs  to  be  net  by  direct-fired  coal 
facilities.  After  considering  the  availability  of  capacity  from  other 
potential  coal  projects,  I  have  concluded  that  current  utility  plans  contain 
sufficient  preferred  resources  that,  if  constructed ,thev  would  reduce  PGiS's 
need  for  power  frcn  A'.iVES  to  153  !-^.  SCE's  need  would  be  at  least  its  proposed 
share  of  1015  Ifw.3 


I.  JB&E  Specific  Analysis 

A.  The  CEC  has  already  determined  that  the  PG1E  area  (with  STJD,  TID,  HID, 
and  parts  or  DWR  load)  needs  up  to  7,011  Kw  of  additional  capacity  by  1991. 

(BR  II,  p.  18.)  Consistent  with  the  Biennial  Report  planning  criteria,  this 

1 
need  can  be  supplied  by  the  following  resources: 

1.  Resources  already  built  or  under  construction  total  1,037  Ks: 

a.  Diablo  Canyon  -  2,190  Mj 

b.  Rein::;  Punped  Storage  -  1,123  K* 

c.  Haas  Hydro  -  15  tU 

d.  Geysers  13,  1".  and  17  -  355  Kw 

e.  NCPA  2  Geothemal  -  106  Kw 

f.  Volta  Hydro  -  6  Kw 

g.  Rollins  Hydro  -  5  Kw 

h.  Kerckhoff  2  -  113  Kw  net 

i.  Geysers  18  -  110  H* 

j.  Various  Cogeneration  -  17  S» 

2.  Resources  in  the  PC4E  planning  area  already  in  the  CEC  licensing 
process  total  311  Kw  of  geotherral  (Geysers  16,'  t.'CPA  1,  SMUD  1,  and  DV3 
Bottlerock  and  South  Geysers). 

3.  Additional  "preferred"  resources  in  PGSE's  resource  plan  total  2,059 
Kw: 


Tne  need  analysis  indicates  that  SCE  cculd  utilize  an  even  greater 
project  share  (tctally  up  to  1195  Kw)  fror.  AWES  to  satisfy  its  future 
r;jncration  r.e-iis. 


7. 


The  follcwir.-  projects  are  included  in  this  arrlysis  because  th- 
either  preferre-l  jlit-.-natives  -i.e.  :.ct-or-il,  c.-:  operation,  bio—: 
and  wind)  to  dir-ct-rired  cc-.I  or  are  alr-.idv  ur.ic-r  ccr.rtruct.ion.  . 
only  thoje  resource  for  i.:::^~  there  arri^r;  a  rei?"2il»  liKc.ir.;;: 
teir.s  on-line  by  1391  hive  t.en  ir.clud-;.  F.r-.r.cr-c.c,  all  rescurr; 
upon  are  indu+.'J  in  PGVE's  "2?  21,  '?-?"  r-rssrxrsa  r:--.,  with  the  c>:; 
soto  TID,  KC?A,  SMUi),  and  f'.r.ta  Clar..  r  rr.rces,  w:.icr.  r.re  in  those 
resource  pi:,:-;.  A  r.orc  deM;l'-'d  sau-:r.t  rf  the  rcfSTns  Tor  inclu; 
project  in  t!  is  nred  amlysis   is  set   forth  in  A.rp'-ndix  B. 


y  are 
s.  T.yir 

cf  -.-.: 


uf.iiti 
in;  eit 


c 


a.  839  (t*  of  cogeneration 

b.  130  V,a   of  solid  waste  combustion 

c.  705  "J  or  geotherral  (wild  well,  Geysers  19-21, 
SMJD  2,  and  220  generic  geothenral,  hot  water 
geotherm.al) 

d.  368  !■:-.•  of  hydro  feces  not  subtract  the  123  ft* 
net  at  Oroville  as  done  in  PG&E's  resource 
plan  since  it  will  be  retained  ty  D'.wl  and  thus 
serve  tne  FOiZ  area  as  defined  by  the  CEO 

e.  117  tU   or  wind  (based  on  1H2  tin   of  non-fira 
capacity;  countable  as  an  oil  displace."). 

1.  Preferred  resources  in  the  plans  of  other  utilities  within  the  PG&E 
planning  area  not  counted  ty  PG&E,  total  61  Kw: 

a.  20  \U  or  geotherral  -  StfJD  2  beyond  the  size  shown  by  PGiE. 

b.  19  ltw  of  cogeneration  -  City  of  Santa  Clara  2-3. 

c.  22  \U   of  TID  hydro. 

B.  Tne  above  resources,  (1-1),  total  652S  Kif.  Given  the  state  energy 
policies  adopted  in  the  Eie.-.r.ial  Report,  the  above  resources  should  first  be 
developed  to  supply  additional  capacity  before  the  state  licenses  direct-fired 
coal.  Thus,  assuming  the  plants  in  (i)-(iv)  are  constructed  and  operate,  PG&E 
needs  at  irost  483  B»  of  additional  capacity  from  other  resources,  including 
coal-fired  powerplar.ts. 

C.  .  FG&E  has  already  identified  in  its  resource  plans  at  least  1,583  lb  to 
supply  this  133  Ma  of  needed  capacity: 
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a.  AWES  -  1,0*5  1-  proposed  by  PG&E  for  its 
contractual  share 

b.  Montezuma  1  and  2  -  1600  Sj  for  PG'.E's 
planning  area;  !I0I  approved;  AFC  filing 
deferred  by  FG1E  to  at  least  December  1930 

c.  Pittsburg  6  4  9  -  1,560  Nw;  KOI  approved: 
identified  as  a  contingency  rescurce 

d.  Potrero  7  -  373  f^w;  N0I  approved;  AEG 
suspended  by  PGJE  through  June  19,  1980. 


D.  PG&E  has  delayed  the  operation  date  of  Montezuma  1  and  2  until  July, 
1983  and  July,  1990.  Since  FG&E  considers  Fittsrurg  8  &  9  as  a  contingency 
project,  I  determined  that  it  would  be  inappropriate  to  rely  upon  it.  Fotrero 
7  has  already  been  denied  ''existing  plant"  status  by  the  federal  government 
under  PIFUA.  PG&E  has  stated  that  it  plans  to  obtain  the  necessary  p::~ it  for 
this  project  under  PIFUA  by  requesting  a  temporary  exemption  based  on  the 
future  use  of  syr.fuels,  but  has  not  yet  filed  it.  Lacking  such  a  PG&E  filing 
to  use  alternative  fuels,  Pctrero  czr.not  be  relied  upon  to  supply  adjiticnal 
capacity  by  1991.  AKVES  sr.culd  therefore  be  relied  upon  to  supply  the  133  l*w 
of  needed  capacity  rather  than  Montezuma ,  Pittsburg,  cr  Potrero. 

E.  Additional  conservation  or  ether  preferred  alternatives  nay  be  able  tc 
supply  all  or  part  of  the  tS3  K*.  In  particular,  FG&E  has  applied  to  DOE  for 
$1  million  to  study  the  feasibility  of  constructing  a  billion-cubic-fcot-per- 
day  coal  gasification  facility  at  their  "ontezuma  site,  with  the  coai-derived 
gas  to  be  used  in  up  to  35.0  !rw  of  existing  oil  and  gas-fired  boilers  at  PG&E's 
Fittsburg  and  Contra  Costa  facilities.  I  have  assured  that  FG&E  will  succeed 
in  developing  at  least  one  source  of  synthetic  fuels  by  1990  not  necessarily  at 
the  Montezuma  site.  However,  I  have  rade  no  determination  at  this  time  of 
their  feasibility  for  supplanting  A..VES. 
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F.  Because  try  findir;  is  thai  PG-r  does  not  need  its  full  proposed  (AXES 
share  of  1045  ft,,  I  have  analyzed  to*  r,uch  energy,  as  well  as  capacity,  the 
resources  relied  upon  in  performing  the  FC1E  need  analysis  would  provide. 
Eased  on  the  capacity  factors  normally  used  in  CEC  analyses  (e.g.,  60  percent 
for  nuclear,  65  percent  for  coal,  etc.),  I  calculated  the  energy  available  from 
each  generation  source  relied  upon,  and  calculated  the  required  energy 
generation  from  oil  and  gas-fired  plants  to  meet  total  demand.  In  doing  so, 
account  was  taken  of  non-fir-  energy  sources  (e.g.,  Pacific  northwest 
tranters,  New  Kelones  Reservoir  at  the  ?0S  foot  level)  not  listed  in  A-C  above 
as  capacity  sources.  This  analysis  shewed  that,  for  average  hydro  conditions, 
PCiE's  oil  and  gas  consumption  would  be  reduced  to  about  one  half  of  its  1978 
level  by  1956,  and  would  remain  at  that  level  through  1991,  consistent  with  ER 
II. 

II.  S2^vciric_AaiIvsis 

A.  Tne  CEC  has  already  determined  that  the  SCE  area  including  Anaheir., 
Riverside  and  parts  of  DKS)  needs  up  to  6,601  IU   of  additional  capacity  by  1991 
(ER  II,  p.  «).  Consistent  with  the  Biennial  Report,  this  need  can  be  supplied 
by  the  following  resources:5 


1.  Resources  under  construction  or  already  operational  total  2,137  Hi: 

a.  Big  Creek  hydro  -  33  Kw;  operational  in  March  1933 

b.  San  Onofre  2  &  3  -  1.760  tU 

c.  Palo  Verde  1-3  -  562  Mw  SCE  share 

d.  Axis  -  17  H»j  already  built  but  not  yet  interconnected 

e.  Reid  Cardner  -  25  Mw  fim. 

2.  Resources  under  contract  total  551  -«': 

i.  Oroville  exchange  with  DWn  -  336  Hj 
ii.  DKR-MWD  exchange  -  159  Hi 
iii.  WVP  Exchange  -  ,5  Hi 

3.  Resources  in  licensing  total  523  Ka: 

i.  Balsa.-!)  Keadcvs  hydro  -  200  llw 
ii.  Dinkey  Creek  hydro  -  120  Ha 
iii.  Vest  Side  hydro  -  200  !U 
1.  Additional  "preferred"  resources  in  SCE's  resource  plan  total  195  IV: 
i.  263  Kw  cf  cogeneration 
ii.   170  Hi   of  brine  eeothermal 
iii.   63  Mw  of  f inn  wind  ( 189  installed  capacity) 


outside 


f^'-^r^V^r^?3^:?;5  are  eith\r  under  conEt™«ion,   in  licensing 


rr.ia's  jurisdiction,   o: 


h  the  exception  of  Cal  Coal 


P-eferr;d  rcr^rces  to  dirc-ct-fir-d  coal,      m  addition,   onlv  these  r=sou-~es 

haV^n  ^.TA^pf^"^"'^  ii;:elir,=3d  °f  their  being  en  line  by  19J1 

n  ' ---"-'-J-      ru:t:.c-rrcre,   with   tr.e  exaeoticn  of  Reid  Gardn—  c-a1      all 

resources  are  included  in  SCE's  June   ICth,    I960  resource  plan.     Appendix"- 
discusses  in  detail  the  reasens  for  including  each  resource.         H"?-n"lx 


11. 


5.  Additional  "preferred"  resources  not  in  SCE's  November  2,  1979 
published  resource  plan,  but  which  do  appear  in  the  June  10,  1980  plan,  are  321 
Hi   from  Cerro  Prieto  geotherr.al.  (A  letter  or  intent  with  Comxission  Federal 
de  Electricidad  has  been  signed.) 

B.  The  above  resources,  (1)-(5),  total  1,315  K*.  Given  the  state  energy 
policies  adopted  in  the  Biennial  Report,  the  above  resources  should  first  be 


12. 


developed  to  supply  nJcJition.il  capacity  before  the  state  license  direct-fired 
ceil.     Thus,  assuming  tho  plants  in  (1)-(5)  are  constructed  and  operate,  SC3 
r.-.jJ-i  at  r.--»t  «n  aMlliasrjl  2,239  fSs  through    1991   from  other  resources, 
including  coil-fired  powerplants. 

C.     There  are  a  number  of  possible  sources  in  SCE's  resource  plan  for  this 
2,239  tii,   totaling  3,16'I  tfctt 


to 

^j 

N3 


1.  Interroentaln  Po-.Jer  Project  -  'ISO  (S*  (Anaheim 
and  Riverside  shires  -  they  are  within  SCE's 
service  area;  currently  in  advanced  licensing 
process) 

2.  Oil  Coal  -  310  Kw  (including  SCE,  Anaheim, 
Eivereiia,  Coltcn,  and  the  forcer  D..T1,  shares; 
in  KOI  process;  in  SCE  resource  plan) 

3.  A'..7ES  -  1,015  !'■■<;   in  licensing 

1.   Ncrt'r.-est  diversity  contracts  and  E?A 

exchanges  -  729  Kw;  while  a  517  (&l  existing 
contract  expires  in  1938,  new  contracts  are 
included  in  SCE's  resource  plan. 

5.  Capacity  Furchases  -  330  tlw  of  Cholla  1  in 
1931-83  time  period,  followed  by  6C0  liw  of 
capacity  purchase  starting  in  1939-90. 


D.  Capacity  from  IFF  should  be  relied  upon  to  reduce  the  need  for  AWVES 
both  tecajse  it  is  in  advanced  licensing  and  because  it  serves  LADUP  and  other 
cuniclpal  utilities,  which  have  no  other  big,  non-oil  project  to  meet  their 
late  I95C3  oil-reiuction  requirements. 

E.  310  Kw  of  Cal  Coal  reduces  the  need  for  A'.WES. 


In  the  CEC  Cal  Coal  i.'otice  of  Intention  licensing  proceeding,  the  CEC 
stiff  has  proposed  relying  upon  conservation  and  preferred  technology 
alternatives  (beyond  tho-;e  included  in  SCE's  current  resource  plans)  to 
substitute  for  one-third  of  the  plant. 
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F.  300  tlw  of  transfers  should  be  relied  upon.  The  330  flw  or  Cholla  1  can 
duflnlt'-'.y  t  :  relic!  upon  -  the  con\r;.on  Is  sis»v-1  sal  t**u  p!  '-.   is  us  !  r 
construction.  After  1933,  I  assume  SCE's  proven  success  in  contracting  Tor 
power  and  its  management  commitment  to  minimizing  capital  investment  will 
enable  it  to  obtain  at  least  one-half  of  its  planned  capacity  purchase. 

G.  Given  reliance  on  IPP  (180  Hw),  310  Hw  from  Cal  Coal  or  alternatives, 
and  300  Mw  capacity  purchases,  SCE  needs  at  most  1199  R»  of  additional 
capacity. 

H.  A  need  is  found  for  A'.f/ES  to  supply  this  1199  KS»,  rather  than  Korthwest 
hydro  and  Lucerne  Valley,  because: 

1.  Kew  diversity  contracts  will  not  supply  any 
energy,  and  thus  will  not  contribute  to 
meeting  oil  and  gas  displacement  goals. 

2.  Lucerne  Valley  has  not  been  formally 
proposed  as  a  non-oil  and  gas  using 
facility.  As  a  peaking  plant  using  oil  or 
gas  it  would  not  contribute  to  oil 
displacement  goals. 
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APPENDIX  A 


Appendix  A  (cont.) 


Potential  Supply  Measures  of  Equal  or  Greater 
Preference  T--c':-vilo_:i.-3  lh-in  I> i  i vct-I'i .red  Coal 
Not  Included  in  Analysis* 


Approximate  Mw  Approximate  Ghw/Yr 
PG&E         SCE   PG&E SCE 


Pcsni.1  :  i 

On-Line 

Date 


•vj 


Name 


1.  Cholla  4  layoff 
extension 

2.  Continued  !.'avajo 
layoff  t3-/o.-d 
current  schedule 


3. 


Cal  Cc3l  ar.d 

Accelerated 

Alternatives 


Possible 
Approximate  Mw  Approximate  Ghw/Yr  On-Line 
PG&E        SCE   PG&E SCE      Date 


4.  SCE  purchases 

frcn  S'..'  (non-firm)       0 

5.  SCE  Coal  Gas  CC 

(at  4m  c.f.)  0 

6.  SCE  Solar  Ponds  at 
Salton  Sea  (.2cf)        0 

7.  Synfuels  for  1000  Mw 
of  existing  SCE 

plants  (.6cf)  0 

8.  Lucerne  Valley  CC 

with  synfuels  (.6cf)     0 

9. 

lO*  increase  in  capacity 
factors  at  coal  plants 
from  65%  to  75%  0 

10.   Minor  repo-..ering 
at  Etiwan'la  to 
improve  oil  plant 
efficiency  -  more 
V:,;   &  r  'h/barrel 
burned  0 


330 


230 


1150 


90 


50 


1300 


500 


1800 

1300 

7100 

4000 

300 

100 

5000 
6800 

2400 


1983+ 


1986 


1984- 

91 

1980- 

90 

1984 

1990? 

20     0 


1985+ 
1987+? 


1991 


1981 


11.  Major  maintenance 
&  repowering  at 
Long  Beach  to 
improve  efficiency. 
More  Mw  and  improved 
oil  system  Kwh/barrel 
result 

12.  White  Pine  Coal 

(shares  for  Anaheim 
&  Riverside) 


100 


60 


19.  Photovoltaics 
(.2cf) 

20.  Solar  Thermal 
Electric-Bars tow 
(.2cf) 

21.  Solar  Thermal 
electric  (.2cf) 

22.  MSW  beyond  utility 
plans  to  "maximum 
reasonable  level" 


20  0 

10  0 

100  0 

40  0 


300 


40 

10 
200 

230 


1981-82 


1990-91 


13. 

DKR  Imperial  Valley 

Geothermal  (credit 
50%  to  SCE) 

0 

20 

0 

100 

1985-36 

14. 

Auburn  Hydro 

300 

0 

500 

0 

1989  + 

15. 

New  Melones  filled 
(.4cf) 

120 

0 

300 

0 

1982 

16. 

Clavey-Ward  Hydro 
<.4cf) 

400 

0 

L400 

0 

1990 

17. 

NCPA  Hydro 

150 

0 

600 

0 

1984 

18. 

Kind  to  CEC  preferred 
levels  (firm) 

80 

0- 

already 
counted 

700 

0 

1936-91 

1986  + 


1982 


1990-91 


*   Kot  an  exhaustive  list;  could  be  extended  based  on  new  information 
and  developments. 
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Appendix  A  (cont.) 


Appendix  A  (cont.) 


Kara 

24.  Agricultural  & 
forestry  solid 
va-te  b'V/ord  plans 
Lo  ":..jX  reaoOii^blo" 
level 

25.  s-::d   3 

2€.      P.VVD   SCTAR   Hydro 

27.  s::jd  ;-:ydro 

(2   projects) 

28.  e::'-'d  CO3er.2rat.ion 
(2  j-roj-cts) 

29.  DV.R's  Hor.ey  Lake 

30.  KID  Geothemal  1&2 

31.  Geysers  development 

to  "'.'.ax.    reas.  level"/ 
Leyo.-.d  plants  already 
listed 

32.  Pittsburg  and  Contra 
Costa  w/synfuels 

(.6  cf) 

33.  KonteziKa  1 
<.65cf) 

34.  Montezuma  2 
l.65cf) 

35.  Pitt  8  &  9  (.6cf) 
(synfuels) 

36.  Potriro  7  (.6cf) 
(synfuelr.) 

37.  Navy  geothertnal 
at  Coso 


Possible 
Approximate  I'.w  Approximate  Ghw/Yr  On-Line 
PG&E        SCE   PG&E SCE     Date 


100 

0 

700 

50 

0 

400 

110 

0 

150 

20 


200 


800 


800 


1550 


330 


30 


40 

0 

200 

50 

0 

300 

00 

0 

800 

0  1400 

0  18000 

0  4500 

0  4500 

0  8300 

0  2000 
50      0 


0 

1982-91 

0 

1984-85 

n 

1988 

1983 


0 

1984 

0 

1985 

0 

1985-87 

300 


1985-91 

1986+ 
1989 
1990 
1986  + 
1986  + 
1986 


Name 


38.   Private  geothermal 
at  Coso 


TOTAL 


Possible 
Approximate  JJw  Approximate  Ghw/Yr  O.i-Line 
PG&E SCE   PG&E SCE      Date 


5,200* 


100      0  600      1988-90 

3,700*  45,180**     30,780*** 


*  Kay  not  sum  exactly  due  to  rounding. 

**  Equivalent  to  the  energy  output  of  about  7,900  Kw  of  baseload 
coal  plants. 

***   Equivalent  to  the  energy  output  of  about  5,400  Mw  of  baseload 
coal  plants. 
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AFPKIM'IX  n 

:  ■-'-'■    ft'"  ■  "--•  ■■-  '■■    V  -•:-,=.:.;  i'r.jrc:..:  In 
PCir.':;  IJ^a-M  Resource  Plan  to  licet  PG&E's  Meed 
Tor  7C11  V.J   Additional  Capacity  Through  199 1 

In  general,  I  believe  that  PCAE's  resource  piano  arc 
intended  to  be  realistic.   PG4E  Vice  President  for  Planning  and 
Research  Colon  Daines  h->a  testified  un^r  oath  that  the  resource 
plan  dee:;  rot  Include  every  good  project  known  about  but  only 
the  t63t  thtt  will  be  r::c'3;:ry  to  con  demands.   (Oil  26, 
p.  6:1.)   Eccsasa  lha  CSC  forecasts  a  need  through  1991,  for 
PG1E  of  l.lig  :;w  less  than  PGtE  itself  anticipates  (7,011  Hw 
versus  11,150  Hw),  I  have  relied  only  on  certain  projects  within 
the  Company's  resource  plan  (the  January  19S0  plan  in  PCJE's 
AWES  application)  in  inking  this  need  detornination  for  the 
Ah'.'ES  project.   This  suSlSOt  of  7,011  is  necessarily  likelier  to 
occur  than  PGiE's  planned  11,460,  since  it  avoids  the  risk  of 
failure  associated  with  the  1,11)9  Hw  not  relied  upon.   A 
discussion  of  the  basis  for  ray  reliance  for  each  individual 
project  can  be  found  below.   A  separate  list  of  soao  potential 
projects  pot,  relied  upon  is  found  in  Appendix  A. 

I.   Resources  Under  Construction 

A.   Diablo  Canyon  nuclear  project  -  2,190  Hw,  scheduled  for 
operation  in  1980-81. 


An  NRC  operating  license  is  pending,  although  subject  to 
Ciiill---;  •  or.  !•  ir-.ic  sr-f--t.y  -..•,.!  o'  :.  r  ;rs  ;«-£.-..   0*  .'■:-,  tl.  ■    •;.  ~  ;  '  3 
willingness  in  principle  to  proceed  with  issuance  of.  operating 
licenses  (as  proven  by  the  issuance  of  fuel  loading  and  zero 
power  permits  to  the  Sequoyah,  Salem,  and  Ilorth  Anna  plants  in 
February-April  1980),  there  seens  little  likelihood  that  any 
plant-specific  issues  will  delay  operation  of  Diablo  Canyon 
beyond  1985,  a  further  U  year  delay.   Additionally,  a  request 
has  been  filed  with  the  CPUC  to  reconsider  the  CPCM  granted  for 
Diablo  1  and  2  in  the  late  1960's.   If  that  request  is  granted, 
a  delay  of  up  to  1  year  could  ensue  (CPCII  proceedings  are 
restricted  to  a  1-year  period).   Tiius  Diablo  Canyon  can  be 
expected  to  neet  part  of  PGiE's  7,011  Hw  need. 

B.  Helns  Punped  Storage  project  -  1,120  Hw,  scheduled  for 
full  operation  by  1932.   Ho  obstacle  foreseen. 

C.  Haas  hydro  -  15  Hw,  scheduled  for  19S1.   Ko  obstacle 
foreseen.   Haas  availability  is  linked  to  Helns  construction. 

D.  Rollins  hydro  -  5  Hw,  operational  1930.   !:o  obstacle 
foreseen. 

E.  Volta  hydro  -  6  Mw,  scheduled  for  1980.   No  obstacle 
foreseen . 

F.  Geysers  13,  11,  and  17  -  355  Hw,  scheduled  for  April  and 
August  1930  and  fcr  July  1932.   Geysers  13  is  already 
operational. 
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C.   HCPA  Ccntherrml  ?    -    106  llw,  scheduled  for  1931-82.   tlo 
obstacle  foreseen. 

;,.   Ceysurs  13  -  110  i;.;,  scUeUulcd  for  1982-   tio  obstacle 
foreseen  other  than  possible  construction  delays. 

I.   Kerckhoff  2-113  Nw  net,  scheduled  for  1983-   No 
obstacle  foreseen.   Net  Kw  rating  based  on  adding  151  1!"  at 
Ecrcfchoff  2,  retiring  35  '.'.:'   at  Kerckhoff  1. 

II.   Resources  in  the  Licensing  Process 

A.  Geysers  16-110  Cw,  scheduled  for  1953-   In  ^FC 
-roccss.   A  lav.-suit  over  transmission  lines  is  possible.   Any 
lawsuit  would  probably  contest  procedures,  not  substance.   If 
so,  even  if  CSC  lost  a  lawsuit  and  had  to  reprocess  the 
application,  I  foresee  no  pore  than  a  2-1/2  year  delay,  thus  not 
ji-:>;>''t.3nr  i'-'YES.   This  transmission  line  (Geypers  to  Lakeville, 
scheduled  for  completion  in  the  suner  of  1983)  is  necessary  for 
all  geothernal  projects  subsequent  to  Geysers  16.   Its  potential 
delay  for  up  to  2-1/2  years,  to  early  19S6,  could  delay  any 
other  eeothernal  project  no-./  scheduled  before  1986. 

B.  5M0D  Geo  1  -  55  t',\: ,    scheduled  by  SMUD  for  19S3-   In  AFC 
process.   Delay  possible  due  to  Geysers-Lakeville  transmission 
line,  until  1936.   Note  that  PGSE's  resource  plan  no  longer 
incorporates  a  6-nonth  delay  now,  showing  SHOO  Geo  1  in  1983- 
Even  with  another  year's  delay,  there  would  be  no  effect  at  all 
on  the  need  for  A'..'VE3. 


C.  Dl/n  South  Geysers  -  55  Mw,  scheduled  Tor  1953-   In  K*>I 

line  delays  (sec  A.  above). 

D.  DWR  Bottle  Rock  -  55  flw,  now  scheduled  for  1984.   In  AFC 
process.   Delays  under  air  quality  issues  were  largely  resolved 
in  March  1980.   Further  delay  possible  to  1986  oue  to  Geysers- 
Lakeville  transmission  line. 

E.  HCPA  1  -  66  Mw,  scheduled  Tor  1985.   HOI  approved.   No 
obstacles  foreseen  to  eventual  operation.   Delay  possible  to 
verify  stean  resource.   Note  that  PCSE  implicitly  shows  ::CFA  in 
its  resource  plan  as  one  of  two  possibilities  for  1937,  at 

55  Mw . 

III.   Additional  Resources  in  PGiE's  Resource  Plan 

A.   1061  Mw  of  cogeneration  and  solid  naf'-e  co-ib  istion. 
The  question  of  reliable  cogeneration  in  the  PG&E  planning 
area  was  subject  to  intense  investigation  in  P'dC  proceedings 
under  Oil  26.   Those  proceedings  culminated  in  a  Fl'C  find-.r.j 
that  there  are  2,000  -  3,000  Mw  currently  available  in  the  FG4E 
service  area,  and  in  a  penalty  (not  appealed)  of  0.2J  on  PC&E's 
rate  of  return,  for  not  proceeding  fast  enough  with 
cogeneration.   Given  the  regulatory  pressure  now  being  exerted 
on  PG1E  to  accelerate  its  cogeneration  efforts,  FGiE's  newly 
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ed  rates  for  cowrie 


rators  offering  ncar-warpinal  cost 


prices,  and  CSSE'a  oft-expressed  conservatism  an  to  what  it 
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it  1: 


if_v:fjrute-  in  its  resource  plat. a  for  cofceiwrat  loi 

reasonable  to  rely  upon  PC1E  to  achieve  an  averse  of  90  Mw  per 

year  of  cogeneration  in  1980-91.   Furthermore,  PGiE's  rate 

analyse  for  the  r.fYES  case  also  assume  that  PC&E  will  succeed 

in  co-plying  with  POX  orders  regarding  cogeneration. 

B.   725  '■'.::   of  geothermal.   The  major  risk  here  is  delay,  not 

failure.   There  appears  to  be  virtual  unanimity  that  the  steam 

2 
...rce  at  the  Geysers  will  support  v;ell  over  2,000  ha. 

nd  SflUD 


resc- 

Existing  plants,  plants  in  construction  and  licensing,  a 


and  C»S'S  plsiM  (through  Ceysers  2U)  would  bring  total  capacity 


1    D,ring  the  Oil  26  hearing,  V.P.  Daires  of  PG-E  testified 
tlit  f-.o  So- p-jny:   is  quit-  "cautious  [and]  prudent  In  the 
„;...,.  0<-  c0  ---ration  v.u  placed  in  the  pro-ran:,"  [p.  506] 
17: .;:,    ?:  „^:.":.  rot  to  overeaUmle  the  amount  of  cogeneration 
,i"X,;-  ,.^'.U..;'  ;r0-r-n"  [p.  565],  "thinUts]  cogeneration  will 
J.„  :;  l:„;;^;;-*r,-d  a  continuing  resource  that  we  will  be 
rfPv-JoDir-  a-.i "hr-in-'in;  into  our  resource  planning,  our  resource 
Pro'rS.^fp'.  5211  was  "careful  not  to  overestimate  the  amount 
l*    eo—n-ratioR  for  purposes  of  the  supply  plan"  [p.  603], 
"hope[  =  f  that  M.-c  projects  will  cone  into  the  «^ee  program 
and' as  we  develop  then,  we ■  1!  brine  more  in   [o   618]  ,   »   a.are 


,y    rvr  ir«i'"-t3,  potential  projects  exist,  but  we  do  not. 

'  .'sufficient.  .  .  confidence  in  out  judgment  that 

^source  plan  at  this  tine"  [p.  619J 


have  . 


623),  an. 

economics."   [P.  6  '4  6  ,  emphasis  addedj. 
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»         .,..„c         |o;c    _    17?0    IHi    from    just    70    squire    kilometers;    iGC 
.trfr.    1l/?A7r\    Bill   to   toiler   memo;    R.U.    Beck,    2600    Mw    by    19SS; 

Ceil  2'-  k'i'j®   nw  i<y  '(j£5. 


at  the  Geysers  to  2,12'l  Mw.   The  CEC  staff  believes  2700  Km  is 
fe-.-it.U.  ty  IC'li.3   l!n—.-.-cr,  the  -.! :  ■;  !  1  '.  ■■   .".  '  ■■    !iO-V-  .H  20rj+ 
Mw  have  not  yet  been  completed,  and  is  the  possible . source  of 
delay.   Likewise,  there  is  little  iT  any  technical  dispute  that 
a  hot  water  resource  sufficient  for  150  Mw  exists. 
Tranmsission  line  capacity  depends  solely  on  construction  or  the 
Cey--jrs  to  Lakeviile  line  discussed  above  under  Geysers  16, 
which  should  be  resolved  in  the  spring  of  1936  at  the  latest 
(see  III. A.  above).   Meed  will  not  be  an  issue,  since  the  CtC 
has  found  a  need  for  all  geotherrial  capacity.   As  far  as  tiding, 
PG4E  shows  no  steam  geothernal  units  after  1988.   Only  a  delay 
of  'I  years  or  more  would  cause  more  than  150  t'.u    (the  1989-91 
hot  water  geothermal)  of  the  725  "w  relied  to  slip  out  of  the 
1980-91  planning  period. 

C.   390  I!.;  of  Hydro 

Again,  the  major  risk  is  delay,  since  various  agencies  (D'JH, 
Corps  of  Engineers)  have  already  identified  specific  sites  with 
far  over  390  Mw  capacity.   The  CEC  believes  the  potential  is  500- 
650+  firm  Mw5  just  at  existing  facilities.   The  current  shift 
is  toward  shortened  licensing  at  FERC,  and  improved  eoonoaics 
(e.g.,  payment  of  full  avoided  cost),  which  should  accelerate 


3    "Comparative  Evaluation  of  Hon  trad itional  Energy 
Resources"  (p500-30-006) ,  (CENER),  2/S0,  p.  61. 

*    CEilF.K,  p.  81:  USGS  -  975  Hw;  JPL  -  2000  Mw. 

'J         CENER,  p.  B15. 
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the  development  of  the  small  hydro  rcsourcco.   Even  with  a  3- 
ycar  delay,  only  150  Btt  of  hydro  would  shift  out  of  PG4E's  1930- 
5!  : ;r-:  pi..:-,. 

D.   «7  MW  of  Firm  Wind  Capacity 

PG4E's  resource  plan  shows  112.5  Mw  of  non-firm  wind,  with 
no  capacity  credit.   Since  so^ie  capacity  credit  is  nore 
realistic,  I  have  U3ed  SCE's  convention  that  3  Mw  installed  is 
equivalent  to  1  Kw  firm.   In  energy  terms  only  2  Hw  of  wind  (at 
352  capacity  factor)  are  required  to  exceed  the  output  from  1  Mw 
of  coal  plant  (at  65»  capacity  factor),  so  a  3  to  1  installed  to 
firm  ratio  is  quite  conservative.   In  terras  of  likelihood  of 
construction,  PG4E  plans  to  install  only  1  wind  machine  before 
1 9 S5 -   I  feel  confident  they  can  proceed  at  this  nininal  level. 
Fro-  1985  through  1991,  PC!<E's  plan  calls  for  the  installation 
of  56  r.achir.es  (based  on  the  1932  unit  size  of  2.5  !iw  non-fi-m 
capacity).   Given  the  apparent  availability  either  now  or  in  the 
very  noir  future  of  multiple  wind  machines  (i.e.  the  order  of 
Hawaii  Electric  for  80  Mw  of  machines  in  the  early  19S0's), 
there  should  be  no  technical  obstacle  to  PGlE's  proceeding  with 
56  machines  over  a  8-year  period  starting  in  1985. 


APPEHDIX  C 


!'  rl::    Tci'  !'-  ■  je?t:  ;■  '  ■■■  :     :  ;  -  '■■ 
of  set's  Need  for  Ai.VES 


I.   Resources  Under  Construction 

A.  Big  Creek  Hydro  -  33  Mw  -  scheduled  1980. 
The  CEC  believes  that  this  project  is  already 

operational . 

B.  San  Onofre  2*3-  1760  Mw  -  scheduled  1931-83. 

See  discussion  of  PCiE's  Diablo  Canyon  plant  in  Appendix 
B.   Since  SCE  does  not  rely  on  any  A"VES  power  until  1935,  a 
slip  in  the  San  Onofre  schedule  of  up  to  3-1/2  years  would  not 
impact  the  need  for  AVVES. 

C.  Palo  Verde  1-3  -  562  Mw  SCE  share  -  scheduled  for  1933- 
86. 

See  discussion  of  PG&E's  Diablo  Canyon  plant,  which 
applies  to  Palo  Verde  1  4  2.   Palo  Verde  3,  not  yet  under 
construction,  is  thus  different  and  quite  susceptible  to 
slippage  or  cancellation.   However,  if  lack  of  capital  or  lack 
of  load  growth  occurs  among  the  Arizona  participants,  SCE's 
share  of  Palo  Verde  3  might  be  increased;  indeed,  SCE 
originally  acquired  its  shares  of  Palo  Verde  1-3  by  buying  out 
Tuscon  Gas  4  Electric  when  that  company  decided  to  withdraw  fron 
the  project.   In  any  case,  even  if  Units  1  4  2  were  sonawhat 
delayed  and  Unit  3  cancelled,  this  would  decrease  SCE's  19T-0-91 
additions  to  resources  by  only  197  Mw. 


D.  Axii  -  17  Mw  -  already  operating. 

"   ■    -    :   ity  ;-  currently  not  connected  to  SCE's  r.:ir. 
grid,  bjt  is  expected  to  be  connected  in  1981.   Any  delay  in 
interconnection  would  cause  a  concommitant  delay  in  adding 
currently  isolated  demand  to  SCE ' s  system.   Thus,  a  failure  to 
connect  Axis  to  the  system  would  also  lower  SCE's  need. 

E.  F.eid  Gardner  1-25  K'W  firn  -  scheduled  19S3. 
This  is  a  250  Mw  coal  plant  under  construction  by 

Ilevt-da  Peer  Corporation.   D'.'R  will  receive  90  percent  of  the 
enerry,  but  only  25  firn  Mw.   The  25  tiw  are  assumed  to  serve  D'/R 
loads  in  the  SCE  planning  area. 


Pending  before  FEHC,  as  project  number  2S68. 
Preliminary  permit  application  filed  September  11,  1978. 

Li.   Wit.  :■:•-/  Ci'cl-..  io'Ji  o  -  120  ;:..  -  scaod^ltij  for  late  19  Si. 
Possible  obstacles  unknown.   Pending  before  FEHC  as 
project  number  2890,  filed  November  23,  1978,  by  the  Kings  River 
Conservation  District.   SCE  would  purchase  power  from  KHCD, 
avoiding  any  need  to  invest  its  own  noney  in  the  project. 

C.   West  Side  hydro  -  200  Mw  -  scheduled  before  the  su-^msr 
of  1989- 

Possible  obstacles  un':own.   Pending  before  FERC.   SCI 
would  purchase  power,  avoiding  any  need  to  invest  its  own  -oasy. 
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II.   Resources  Under  Contract 

A.  Oroville  exchange  with  D'..'F  -  336  Hw  (net)  -  to  take 
effect  ir,  1933  -  hydro. 

This  contract  will  make  capacity  available  to  the  SCE 
are;  from  V',;?,    facilities  at  Oroville,  in  exchange  for  energy 
starting  in  19"3  •   Since  the  Oroville  Dam  and  Hyatt-Thernalito 
power  plants  already  exist,  no  obstacle  is  foreseen. 

B.  DWR-MUD  exchange  -  159  Hw  -  scheduled  for  1983  -  hydro. 
Ho  obstacles  foreseen.   Composed  of  numerous  small 

components,  some  operating  already,  and  others  under 
cor.;',  r  ::tion. 

III.   ?"5'':ro-?3  in  Licensing 

A.   LalsaLi  Meadows  hydro  -  200  Mw  -  scheduled  for  November 
15:5. 


IV.   Additional  Resources  in  SCE's  Resource  Plan 

A.   106  Mw  of  firm  cogeneration  -  scheduled  fron  1981-91  at 

0-11  Mw  per  year.   Also,  157  Mw  of  demand  reduction  due  to 

nonfirm  cogeneration  shown  by  SCE  beyond  that  already  included 

in  the  CEC's  demand  forecast. 

Ho  obstacles  foreseen.   Minimal  level  compared  to  FGiE. 

Some  added  in  pieces  too  small  to  even  cone  under  FUA.   SCE 

actually  plans  on  502  Mw  of  cogeneration  by  1990, 1  but  shows 

only  106  firm  by  1991 . 

B.   170  Mw  of  brine  geothermal  -  scheduled  from  1931-90. 
Ho  resource  obstacle  seen  at  170  Mw  level.   SCE 

currently  has  a  10  Hw  plant  over  10/.  built,  with  firm  power  not 


Testimony  or  Steve  Darrett,  SCE,  in  FUC's  A'.TL'S  CrC:; 
proc---'.:d  til*. 
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shown  In  its  plans  until  198<l .   It  also  has  a  production  permit 

which  is  not  sho;n  until  1QC6  in  its  plans  and  plans  a  further 
10  Ka  plant  in  1982.   Thus,  of  the  170  llw  of  geothermal 
resources  SCE  proposes  to  have  available  in  199  1,  59  Hw  will 
already  be  built  by  193?. 

C.   C3  .V..  of  firs  v;i-.id  capacity  -  scheduled  for  1931-91. 

Ho  obstacles  foreseen.   This  estimate  appears  extrenely 
eor:  =  ervitiv5  in  lerrj  of  lead  tirr.i  since  SCE  does  not  show  its 
next  wind  inst-'.l  lat  ion ,  beyond  the  n.ic'nine  currently  under 
construction  in  Banning  Pass,  until  1986.   Given  SCE's  own 
2or.2lu3lin  that  wind  will  be  cheaper  than  coal  throughout  the 
late  1"c0's  it  is  reasonable  to  rely  on  the  full  63  t'.w  now 
planned . 


Delays  are  quite  possible,  but  the  attractive  econo-.ic3 
rwt:a  the  project  lil'-ly  to  proe«ed.   Any  delny  cf  2  years  cr 
less  actually  inc_rea_ses  the  extent  to  which  the  need  for  A'„'vE3 
is  reduced,  by  extending  the  period  in  the  1990's  during  which 
Cerr-i  pricto  power  will  be  available.   Delays  fro-  3-"  y?a.-s 
would  not  affect  the  need  for  AWVES  in  the  igeo-91  period. 
r-\n;-s  ef  roi-e  than  !:  yv.r;-    seen  unl:-:cly. 

B.   IPP  -  'ISO  tin  -  scheduled  for  19S6-89  for  SCE  customers 
Ar.ihcia  and  Eiversitia. 

No  serious  obstacles  foreseen.   EPA  permitting  alr.ost 
complete.   DOI  permits  already  received.   Delay  possible  to  dail 
with  the  financial  implications  of  a  2J  Utah  tax  on  power 
production,  passed  in  1979-   Delays  up  to  2  years  would  not 
affect  power  availability  in  1991. 


V.   Additional  Resources  in  SCE's  Resource  Plan  Which  Are  Relied 
Upon 


A.   Cerro  Prieto  geothermal  -  321  tin  -  scheduled  for  193U-87 
for  SCE. 

A  letter  of  intent  has  been  signed  between  CFE,  SCE,  and 
SDCiS  laying  out  a  3-phase,  660  Mw  project.   The  first  220  Ka 
phase  will  provide  150  Mw  for  SRC-iS  and  70  ltd    for  SCE.   Later 
phases  will  provide  for  an  ultimately  even  division,  with  330  Hv 
each  for  SCE  and  SDG&E.   The  power  is  intended  to  be  baseload, 
but  only  for  10  yjj.rr.,    after  which  it  will  revert  to  CFE  as 
needo-J.   This  is  sinilar  to  the  plan  for  the  Harry  Allen  unit3. 


@ 


ABRAHAM   BRA1TMAN    Consulting  Engineer 
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Eric  Rechel .   Logan,  Utah 

Response^l26-l^    ^    ^^    ^    ^    fe    cor)siaered    in    the    decision   making 

process. 


District  Manager 

Cedar  City  District 

Rureau   of   Land  Management 

P.O.   Box   72* 

Cedar  City,    Utah     8*720 


Re; 


Allen-»arner  Valley  Energy   System 
Draft  Environmental    Impact  Statement 


Dear  Sir: 

My  comments   on    the   referenced  document  are   tendered  here»tlh 
for   consideration. 

It  is  necessary    that  Alternative   S  be  upgraded  to   demonstrate 
that  It  can  "us? future   electric   requirements  .1th   the  same  oegree 
of  certainty  as    Uternatives  1   through  4. 

At   first  blush.   Alternative  5  appears   to   be   the  most  desireable 

, " ,,,-  "or,., ;;  c2*ss«  -™»» <«  —» «— «-  - '- 

the  developoeot  of  noneonvcnClooel   energy   sources. 

Uterootl.e  5.   hooevcr.   ...  ».<  b.  oe.ept.d  ot  roe.  ..I»e  orl™ril, 

SrSlluHS   or  „.J«.t.O  e.,,0,  »H   to  .orl.t.^s   1.. 

a)  economic  activity 

b)  cost  of  electricity 

c)  cost  of  oil 

d)  cost  of  alternative  energy   systems 

e)  demographic   trends 


Moreover,    there   Is 
from  Alternative  5   1 


no  rigorous  assessment  of   the  adverse  soc letal    impacts 
in   the  event   foreign   oil   supplies  are   Interrupted   for 


protracted  periods  or   in   the  event 


the  electric  car  gains  ulcespreari 


Abraham  Braltman  -  8/18/80 
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acceptance  because  of    technological    improvements.      Also,    there   is  no 
Indication    that  California   or   the  other  relevant   political   subdivisions 
have  passed    lav.s  mandating    the   energy   conservation   measures  and   the 
development  of  alternative   energy   sources   relied  upon   so   heavily.    In 
the  absence  of  such  compulsory  measures,   Alternative  5   embodies  a  much 
greater  risk    to  adequacy  and  reliability   of  electric   service  at   reasonable 
cost   than   Alternatives    1    through  <i. 

It   Is  useful    to  Illustrate   the  speculative  nature  of  Alternative  5 
techniques  by  considering  another   facet  of  our  energy  dilemma.      For 
exanpie,   a  case  can  be  made  that  a   voluntary  conservation   program   is  a 
viable  alternative   to   further   exploration  and  drilling   for  new   oil    supplies 
in   the  United  Slates.      Using  Alternative  5  as  a  model,    it  could  be 
demonstrated    Uia  t   the  need    to  develop  new  oil   supplies   in    this  country 
could  be  eliminated   if  all  automobile  drivers   limited   their  maximum  speed 
to  *0  miles   per  hour  and  reduced   the   total  miles  driven   per  year  by   30%. 
The   feasibility   of   such  a    program  would  be  assured  under  Alternative    5 
criteria   because  Americans   could  save  billions   of   dollars   each  year.      In 
the   real  world  such  an  alternative  would  be   foolhardy.     Despite  a   variety 
of  voluntary  conservation   programs   since   197<t,    the  consumption   of   gasoline 
has   been    influenced  most  by   price  elasticity,    a    faltering  economy  and 
conservation  measures   required  by   law   (such  as    the  55  mile  per  hour  speed 
limit  and  car   fleet  performance  standards).      Even  so,    there  Is  heated 
controversy  with   respect   to  any  attempt    to  quantify    the  amount  of   gasoline 
conserved  bv   such   factors.      Also  in   the  real  world,  mandatory   conservation 
measures  have  uncertain   futures  because  some  have  become  highly  contested 
political   Issues. 

Finally,    If  Alternative  5   is  not  upgraded   to  demonstrate   that   It  can 
satisfy   future  electric  requirements  with   the  same  degree  of  certainty  as 
Alternatives   I   through  *,   it  should  be  deleted   from   the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 

Sincerely, 


Abraham  Brarlman 


Abraham  Braitman,  Bethesda,  Maryland 

Response  127-1 

Your  comments  on  the  cost-benefit  analysis  of  the  alternatives  are 
addressed  in  Response  63-8. 

The  impact  analysis  of  Alternative  5  is  expanded  to  reflect  your  comment. 
See  the  discussion  of  Alternative  5  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS.  As  to 
legislative  measures  concerning  the  implementation  of  components  of  Alterna- 
tive 5,  refer  to  the  Existing  Legislation  and  Initiatives  Favoring  Conserva- 
tion and  the  Development  of  Alternative  Energy  Sources  section  of  Chapter  3 
in  the  final  EIS. 


_.  _  .-£yw*.s  Cu/tim1*^  <57V<<.**~c<-«-tJ^..-  /"«« »acujl  -fey-  ?-2S"-yc, 
^jlln-^-  ■^jfr/~  ^-J^<-^~  ^i&L-.     /£*-Z^ /jJjjjLo.  or  &J-4SUXS-       


Laurence  T.  Eck,  Bloominqton,  Utah 

Response  128-1 

Your  comment  is  noted.  The  recently  published  final  PSD  regulations 
(Federal  Register.  August  7,  1980)  have  been  considered  in  the  final  EIS  in 
the  Air  Quality  sections  of  Chapter  4. 
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STAIC  OF  NEVADA 

GOVERNOR  S  OFFICE  OF   PLANNING   COORDINATION 
CARSON  CITY.   NEVADA      69710 

I702J  HBVJObS 


August  27,  1980 


District  Manager 

Cedar  City  District  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  724 

Cedar  City,  Utah   84720 


e:  SAI  NV#  80300069   Project:  Allen  Warner  EIS 


Re 

Dear   Sir: 

Attached   -    the   counts    fro™   the    following    •£«£££., 

DIvision:ofDEniI    on^ntarPro^ctlin^Division   of   Water    Resources 

and    tne    Department    of   Wildlife   concerning    the    above    referenced 

project. 

PlPa-e  excuse  the  delay  in  submitting  the  comments,  however, 

be  sent  directly  to  the  State  Clearinghouse  for  distribution 
and  not  sent  directly  to  State  agencies. 

These  comments  constitute  the  State  Clearinghouse  review  of  this 
proposal.   Please  address  comments  in  the  final  EIS. 


Sincerely, 


ijiltif^^ 


l\ 


Mike  Nolan  for 

Robert  Hill 

State   Planning  Coordinator 


HH/HN/sl 
Enclosure 


August   11,    I960 


Mr.   Kike  Solon 

State    Clearinghouse 
Office   of    the    State 
Capitol    Building 
Carson   City,    Nevada   S9710 


Dear  Mike: 


lanning  Coordinator 


The  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  review  ard 
provider  comments  on  "Allen  Warner  Valley  Energy  Systea",  SAI  :S0Z'j03^7  . 

There  are  several  areas  of  concern  for  fisheries  in  the  subject  draft  E.l.S- 
The  possible  Impacts  on  enderr.ic  fish  populations  of  the  Virgin  River  wore  adequate! 
discussed;  Including  water  quality  and  water  quantity.   Kavevet,  very  little 
attention  uas  given  to  fishes  of  the  Muddy  Kiver  and  possible  hazards  to  the  native 
and  gnne  fish  species. 

The  proposed  location  of  the  coal  slurry  pipeline  crossing  of  the  Muddy  River 
Is  not  well  defined,  but  it  appears  to  pose  no  threat  to  the  endangered  Mjjpa  dace, 
since  this  species  is  confined  to  the  springs  and  upper  reaches  of  the  systea. 
Houever,  the  status  of  the  roundtail  chub  (Gila  robusta  ssp.lin  the  Kuady  River  is 
not  presently  known.   These  species  now  appear  on  Nevada's  sensitive  species  list 
with  the  Monpn  speckled  dace,  F„h  inichthys  oscuius  rr.oapae,  of  the  same  river. 
Although  .02  acre  feet  of  spilled  slurry  may  be  insignificant  in  a  major  river,  it 
is  a  significant  threat  to  fishes  in  the  Muddy  River. 

Any  change  of  water  quality  or  reduction  of  flows  in  the  Virgin  River  or 
Muddy  River  could  reduce  or  destroy  native  fish  populations. 

The  potential  impacts  of  the  transmission  line  corridors,  and  the  coal  slurry 
pipeline  to  wildlife  species  other  than  those  listed  as  sensitive,  or  threatened 
and  endangered  are  not  adequately  addressed  in  this  draft  E.I.S.   Major  ir-act 
analysis  for  the  entire  project  within  Nevada  Is  provided  only  f-r  the  wildlife 
species  listed  as  of  "concern"  i.e.  threatened  and  endangered  or  sensitive,  and 
not  other  wildlife  species.   Indcpth  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  the  transaission 
lines  and  the  coal  slurry  pipeline  need  to  be  provided  for  all  wildlife  species,  bu 
especially  bighorn  sheep. 
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Mr.    Mike  Nolan 
August    11,    1980 
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Tn  Chapter  3  reference  is  made  to  figures  3-8  and  3-9  and  these  figures 
Id  not  be  found  in  the  E.I.S.  document. 

Generally,  the  document  presents  an  objective  evaluation  of  potential  impacts 
with  c'ne  exceptions  noted  above.   It  does  appear,  however ,  that  the  E.I.S.  a  ttetnpts 
to  address  too  ir-uch  naterial  by  dealing  with  Che  entire  system.   Impact  analysis 
uoulJ  be  simplified  and  rr,ore  precise  if  separate  statements  were  prepared  for  each 
aajor  seg-.ent ,  i.e.  transmission  line  corridors,  power  plants ,  coal  fields,  etc., 
or  if  separate  statements  were  prepared  for  the  entire  system  for  each  individual 
state. 

Sincerely , 


MEMO 

TO  Roland  Wcstcrgard,  Bob  Hill 

I-KOM  John  Mcdcr  — ^J-.^ 


cc:      All    Regions 
Front   Desk 
ulrector's   Office 


Joseph    C.    Greenley 
Director 


State  of  Nevada,  Carson  City,  Nevada 

Response  129-1 

The  potential  for  impact  to  the  endemic  fish  species  occurring  in  the 
Muddy  River  was  considered  in  the  scoping  process.  Since  the  fish  species 
occur  above  the  proposed  crossing,  no  significant  impact  would  occur.  Stan- 
dard Operating  Procedures  6  and  7  as  listed  in  Chapter  2  of  the  final  E1S 
should  ensure  that  no  adverse  impacts  would  occur  to  water  quality  in  the 
Muddy  River. 

Response  129-2 

No  significant  impacts  to  bighorn  sheep  would  be  anticipated  as  a  result 
of  the  transmission  lines  or  coal  slurrylines  passing  through  Nevada.  As 
indicated  in  the  Introduction  to  Chapter  3,  Environmental  Elements  With  Minor 
Impacts  were  not  found  to  be  of  sufficient  significance  to  be  analyzed  in 
detail.  Thus,  the  affected  environment  is  described  only  briefly  for  these 
elements. 

Response  129-3 

As  stated  in  the  first  reference  to  these  figures  in  the  text,  figure 
3-8  (Proposed  Electrical  Transmission  Routes  and  Proposed  Coal  Slurry  Pipe- 
line in  California  and  Nevada)  and  figure  3-9  (Proposed  Electrical  Transmis- 
sion Routes  and  Proposed  Coal  Slurry  Pipeline  in  Utah  and  Arizona)  are 
located  at  the  back  of  the  volume.  If  your  draft  does  not  include  these 
figures,  a  new  book  will  be  mailed  to  you  upon  request  to  the  BLM,  Cedar  City 
District  Office. 


DMi:    August    ?!,    ll1*' 
SUtJKCT  DRAFT  EIS  FOR  ALLEN-WARNER  VALLEY   ENERGY   SYSTEM 


The  Division  of  State  Parks  has  reviewed  the  description  of  the  prorjosea* 
project,  proposed  alternatives  and  our  previous  (H/12/75  and  1/2?, SP) 
comments.  The  following  n-e  our  comments  on  the  presented  alternative*, 
the-  mittjatiniT  measures  and  ;:o.ne  is.;ue:;  we  feel  should  be  6r.nlyy.ed  in  Ihe 
final  CIS,  as  they  relate  to  the  Nevada  State  Park  system,  outdoor  recreation 
and  open  space-conservation  planning. 

1.  Alternatives 

Of  tl:e  six  alternatives  presentee  our  first  and  sceocd  preference  would 
he  ~5  Cons-jrv.Ui'in  of  •Ineejv  and  \lte;  i.ative  lorms  Electric  ?o.:r- 
Generation  and  JLfi  No  Action,  in  that  order.  Since  it  is  net  very  likely 
that  Nevada  Power  Company  will  five  much  craderce  to  these  tv.v 
al'vcnwltvi:",  fel' :•.'!:  .::  are  eom.v.tiit'  en  the  iv:a  i:;:ir:L;  frcpo:.'>l 
"rcason.aVitc  alternatives'. 

As  presented  in  the  rbeument  we  find  no  real  alternatives  presented. 
Three  of  the  four  propose  the  Allen  powerplant  of  2,000-M*V  in  Dry 
Lake  Valley,  the  fourth  (*4)  proposes  the  Allen  powc-plnnt  of  l,r.O0-."IV. 
in  Dry  Lake  Valley.  Tlvve  is  no  difference  in  the  power  trfinsTiisjian 
systems  which  will  have  some  of  the  mast  significant  irap;.ets  on 
recreation  and  nitarai  areas.  Two  of  the  alternatives  show  a  dininj 
of  the  Virgin  River  ami  diversion  of  over  40*:*>  of  the  water  How,  for 
no  power  generation  purposes. 

2.  Air  Qunlity 

The  laost  significant  impact  of  the  Valley  of  Fire  State  Park  will  bi: 
an  increase  in  air  pollution.  Pollution  from  the  existing  units  of  the 
Rcid  Gardner  powerplant  has  become  noticeable  v. tthin  the  park.  T^e 
increases  from  the  expansion  of  Reid  Gardner  (approved  to  expen  1  to 
5S0  MW)  and  the  pollution  emitted  by  the  ilarry  Allen  plant  si.culd  be 
analysed  together.  Since  conclusions  regarding  the  extent  and  duration 
of  air  quality  impacts  from  the  eomulsttve  combination  of  t!ic  two 
povverplants  have  not  been  made,  we  cannot  comment  further  on  them. 
The  comment  period  for  the  draft  EIS  should  remain  open  until  air 
quality  analysis  are  complete. 

The  public  should  also  be  allowed  to  comment  on  the  detailed  stutlt-s 
of  air  pollutants  if  IVyomimr  coal  is  u«ed  in  a  1,000  M1V  cr  ?.0'i0  VV, 
Harry  Allen  pov/crj-vlant.  If  the  emrnissions  from  the  1.0C0  M\Y  would 
violate  Class  II  standards,   then  certainly  a   2,001)   V1V   would. 

Response  129-4 

Possible  cumulative  impacts  must  be  considered  before  issuance  by  EPA  of 
a  PS0  permit  for  the  Harry  Allen  powerplant.  Because  air  quality  studies  for 
the  Harry  Allen  powerplant  are  incomplete,  they  are  not  available  in  the 
final  EIS.  More  information  may  be  available  from  EPA  Region  IX  during  the 
comment  period  on  the  final   EIS. 

Response  129-5 

As  discussed  in  the  Air  Quality  sections  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS, 
a  1,000-MW  Harry  Allen  powerplant  could  violate  Class  II  standards  if  Wyoaing 
coal   would  be  used  as  would  a  2,000-MW  powerplant. 
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Abo  the  comment  period  should  remnin  open  to  ullow  inclusion  of  the 
National    Park    Service    EPA    unalysis    of   Class    I   air    quality    impacts. 

Air  poUuticn  sl.ould  also  be  analyzed  ca  the  proposed  Stain  Parks  in 
close  proximity  to  the  propped  powerplnnt.  The  state  ha"  identified 
1-J  p*>lCTith:l  .sites  in  C!*rk  County;  it  is  presurnod  that  in  the  future 
some  of  these  will  become  part  of  the  State  Park  system.  These  arc 
oil  r*;  .,'j-j.-  r,i  :--;d  p. :r'.s  and  therefore  subject  to  nnlur-ll  resource 
impacts.  The  closest  site  to  the  proposed  Harry  Allen  powcrplnnt  is 
Arrow  Canyon.  It  stunds  out  as  a  most  significant  and  unique  area 
in  southern  Nevada  with  a  very  hi'jjh  State  Park  potential.  It  lies 
c: V>t:-i.-Ji.  :  :  j.-;ourccs  of  arcncolo^ic,  geologic,  scenic,  paleontolo^ic, 
and   wilGijr.'iujS. 


A  no?  he 
Buffe 


Pu-v:r 


IMt 

Po, 


B    1:1    el  vr 

■i;.-ts.       It 

.-;ion  Svsh: 


proximity    to    the    proposed    powcrplnnt    is 
jo   should    receive   d  bailed   impact   analysis. 


There  will  be  si^nifioint  increases  in  impacts  of  the  AHen-Warn<:r 
lr/i.-.-r. i  .--on  cystcni  is  »!<v.-j  to  t;.e  ipp  transmission  system  which  is 
add^d  to  the  cxiitir.^  (i-joovor  Dam,  others)  transmission  system;  all 
v.i'.aia  the  Sfirne  co.vidr.  Yivro  is  also  the  potential  cf  additional 
lines  from  Roi-i  Grrd:i-:r  within  this  corridor.  We  reive  lost  count,  but 
this  utjd-i  rn  to  about  b-!C  500  kv  parallel  lines.  Thc-se  impacts  will 
be  most  sifiif ir-irii  wrwro  the^e  eorrid';rs  are  all  crowded,  such  «s  at 
Rainbow  Gardens,  Hldorado  Valley  and  McCulloiiFdi  Pass.  We  don't  feel 
it   was  covered  adequately. 


The    power    transmission    system 
Nalur-il   He-it'-:*.  sit<:.s: 


will    directly    impact    the    following 


Rainbow  Gardens  nnd  Gypsum  Cave  were  recently  recommended 
by  th*»  Cre^t  Br-*in  review  panel  for  nomination  for  nctioml 
registration.  ThL>  area  will  he  bisected  by  up  to  five  parallel  500 
kv  liiijs.  fi  lituvjw  fJnrdo:w  is  nationally  significant  brciuse  of  its 
strato^rific  layering  that  Is  now  vertical  rather  than  horizontal. 
The  coMrful  lnycrij' ;  ri'proirnts  from  pr^^ambrinn  to  meso/.oic 
periods  (a  brojdt-r  nutije  tmn  in  the  Grand  Canyon).  This  urea  is 
aKo  an  excellent  interpretive  example  of  faulting.  Gypsum  Cave 
is  one  of  the  luvest  known  caves  in  gypsum,  it  is  also  a  Registered 
Nation.i!   Historic  Landmark. 

The  "K-Cu'lci:  *h  ?!ji*ntains  ;vf-.*e  also  nominated  by  the  Great  I3asin 
lioiird  fr,r  Niiljond  N-ii:ral  Rc^i«t*ir  Landmark  status.  One  existing 
5u0  kv  line  ;:o's  through  McCullou.;h  Pass  but  with  _tl:cr  U'P  and 
Allen-Warner  project:;,  up  to  six  parallel 
through   this  area. 


fjOO    fctfMmes   co-iid  go 


•~0 


vs. 


.-:"/ 


Response  129-6 

These  areas  are  presently  designated  as  PSD  Class  II  areas.  As  stated 
in  the  Air  Quality  sections  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS,  Class  II  incre- 
mental limitations  and  NAAQS  must  be  complied  with  before  a  PSD  permit  is 
issued  by  EPA. 

Response  129-7 

The  impacts  of  transmission  lines  crowding  in  the  areas  mentioned  in  the 
comment  are  further  discussed  in  the  final  EIS.  The  final  routing  of  the 
transmission  lines,  should  rights-of-way  for  their  construction  be  granted, 
would  be  carried  out  by  the  authorized  officer  (BLM)  in  cooperation  with 
local  and  State  government  agencies  and  the  Las  Vegas  Wash  Development  Com- 
mittee (see  Standard  Operating  Procedures,  Appendix  6).  The  concerns  in  this 
comment  relating  to  Rainbow  Gardens  and  HcCul lough  Mountains  are  addressed  in 
the  responses  immediately  followinq.  For  a  discussion  concerning  a  master 
plan  for  designated  transmission  corridors  in  the  southern  Nevada  area,  refer 
to  Response  52-5. 

Response  129-8 

It  is  felt  that  adequate  analysis  and  mitigation  of  possible  impacts  are 
discussed  in  the  Electrical  Transmission  System  sections  under  Alternatives  1 
through  5  and  the  Standard  Operating  Procedures  sections  on  Cultural 
Resources,  A6-6,  Land  Use,  A6-7;  and  Recreation  and  Aesthetics,  A6-10  in  the 
final  EIS.  No  significant  impacts  should  occur  to  the  Gypsum  Cave  since  all 
of  the  cultural  resources  are  below  ground  level.  The  commentor  is  also 
referred  to  the  report  titled,  "Prehistoric  and  Historic  Research  along  the 
Navajo-McCul lough  Transmission  Line  Right-of-way"  prepared  for  Los  Angeles 
Water  and  Power  Company  in  Clark  and  Lincoln  Counties,  Nevada  by  Dr.  Richard 
Brooks,  Nevada  Archaeological  Survey;  April,  1973. 

Response  129-9 

Refer  to  Response  129-8. 
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c.  Lrs  Vcjls  Marsh  (Wash)  will  also  be  crossed  by.  up  to  5(10  kv  lines. 
It  is  a  very  valuable  wildlife  habitat,  special  ecosystem  und 
recreational  area,  [t  is  probubly  the  most  productive  area, 
inolonrnV.y,  in  NevacH,  with  267  species  of  birds  ind  other  wildlife. 
Federal  funds  ore  currently  bcini*  requested  by  the  County  to 
purcha/e  private  inimldimp,  to  officially  make  this  aren  into  a 
regional   Wetlands  Park. 

d.  The  Pmuto  Valley  Natural  Aren  is  the  best  example  of  Joshua 
tr<-<_>  in  r.'c.Kli.  T!.i-  At  M  is  bciuj  considered  for  an  alternate 
route   for  po.ver   transmission. 

The   IraznmKisicn   sy_-£»ini    woul  !  pass   through  or  adversely  impact   the 
foI,.ov;;;i-»   i.iajur  recreation    iltraelicn  >: 

La*:-   "■'-,i.  '   NptiCrtm]    Recreation    Amu 
Virgin    iti  V'.r    it  core  ilion   Land1;; 
Sinrito   'If.  i.M'-bl 
FrcncJ.r.im  Mnnitsins 


Jcnn  O'iv  Area 

U?  Vs.-**  -..--uh 

Mc&iilovjh    Mount i ins 

Lms   Vcg-"-*s   L/aaes   Recreation   Lands 

In  addition,  v.'c  liavc  inventoried  numerous  minor  recreation  areas  such 
es  picnic  sites,  eaia.jin^  areas,  creeks,  fishing,  hunting,  sightseeing, 
ofMu.;hv.'fty  veliicle  use,  rock  eollectinjj,  etc.,  th.Tt  the  power  lines 
would   impact. 

The  transmission  system  analysis  should  also  evaluate  impacts  on 
wilderness  study  areas,  roadless  areas,  deer  habitat,  bighorn  sheep 
habitat,  s-**jc  grouse  lmhitnt,  0«\;i»rt  Tortoise  (cesi-.;natod  as  rare  in 
Nevada  and  under  Federal  Status  lieview)  habitat,  Gila  Monster  (unique 
and  u:icc,mi;i--r.  dci~nnt:on)  habitat,  and  raptor  and  other  bird 
con?e;ilr3jUoiii. 

The  ^roupin;:  of  lorjjc  power  lines  will  cause  a  reduction  in  the  quality 
of  rccrcatioml  experience  for  all  rccrcaticnist  in  the  urea.  The 
Impacts  of  the  transmission  system  need  to  be  adequately  analyzed, 
not  referenced  away   to  the  IPP  study  (page   1-8). 

4.     Soil,   Erosion  I  m  pac  ts 

The  dL.lrubed  soil  and  vegetation  areas  are  projected  to  take  10-20 
years  in  cold  desert  areas  mid  30  year;  in  the  hot  desert  areas  to 
Stabilize  and  revi\;clatu.  The  projected  life  of  the  powcrpj.abtv.iwld 
not  be  min-h  morn  than  tint.  The  KfS  should  also  evalual".  the  implicit 
of,  and  ».;ys  to  rcvejrtafc.  It  h«*s  been  the  experience  fit  the  IJti  virion 
of  ''t-;tj  •;-*"■»  :'  t  i'l  ■..'  .;  af  U  ■•■  tli-.n  10  s*wli-!S  i«  r*'n  per-  yv  u* 
it  is  ncf'o-'-'-.nry  to  irrigate  fnr  extended  periods  for  r*'*'**  nation  to'b5^ 
succs.>iu!. 


Response  129-10 

Refer  to  Response  108-1. 

Response  129-11 

The  Paiute  Natural  Area  was  a  proposed  land  designation  in  an  early 
1970s  Management  Framework  Plan.  That  MFP  has  not  been  implemented  in  light 
of  new  duties  generated  by  the  BLH  Recreation  Inventory  Survey,  the  Wilder- 
ness Review  program,  and  a  Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service 
determination  that  few,  if  any  natural  qualities  remain.  The  decision  is  not 
likely  to  be  implemented. 

Response  129-12 

See  Response  to  comment  129-8. 

Response  129-13 

No  proposed  wilderness  or  roadless  areas  will  be  impacted  by  the  AWV 
energy  system  in  Nevada.  No  significant  impacts  to  deer,  bighorn  sheep, 
desert  tortoise,  gila  monster,  or  raptor  habitat  will  occur  in  Nevada.  No 
known  sage  grouse  habitat  exists  in  the  portions  of  southern  Nevada  crossed 
by  the  project  components.  According  to  standard  operating  procedures  (Appen- 
dix 6),  intensive  on- ground  surveys  would  be  completed  on  affected  lands 
before  construction  could  begin.  The  IPP  study  is  considered  adequate  in 
analyzing  the  recreational  experience  impacts  from  powerlines. 

Response  129-14 

Mitigating  Measures  and  Standard  Operating  Procedures  (Appendix  6)  are 
designed  to  regulate  construction  and  reclamation  activities  so  as  to  mini- 
mize soil  erosion,  stream  sedimentation,  etc.  These  can  only  be  presented  in 
a  general  sense  because  on-ground  supervision  would  be  »aintained  by  the 
authorized  officer  (land  manager,  etc.). 
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The  comment  period  should  be  expanded  lo  allow  public  review  of 
USFU'S  biological  opinion  regarding  Ihe  officially  listed  endangered 
wmsvTin.  Abo  dc  public  stVjuld  be  allowed  to  review  and  comment 
upon  the  biological  assessments  on  the  two  candidate  endangered 
species,  the  Virgin  i'ivcr  roundl'sil  chill)  and  the  desert  tortoise. "  The 
public  shoi/lrl  also  he  allowed  to  review  and  comment  on  the  HLM 
bio!j-;i.Ml    asseusnurt    of    the   two  officially  endangered  plant  species. 


B.     Ei 


ergv  Conservation 


'•■™J"-'--'i  (i-ivelcpinciit  (;«'-S°  :''^  would  generate  capacity  equal  to 
n,ili:o:i  Iwrels  of  oil  per  year;  yet  alternative  5  would  (page  5-15) 
in  a  red'u-i.en  cvavalent  to  -13.5  million  bin-els  of  oil  per  year. 
:".:*i:n  uf  =s  1 1 1  .-r,nli/e  5  v/ouTd  represent  energy  ravings  Lr.t\ 
d.:pl':cerc.it  at  approximately  4,349  HW  in  1991.  This  will  also"  lower 
over.:ll   ener-.'  eo't   to  comma firs. 


The 


7.      Dry 


Can- 


.III; 


ml 


:irlc 


The  public  should  be  allowed  to  review  and  comment  on  the  visitor 
perception  study  and  nnaly-is  of  Masting  effects  on  nryce  Canyon 
National  Park  ffa  re  5-17).  Pubiic  comment  period  should  remain  open 
until  this  rim!/  is  completed  and  dfe;>»r.;c4.  Similarly  the  reports  of 
mining  on  wells  nnd  springs  in  Dixie  National  Park  should  be  reviewed 
by  the  public. 

8.  Fuel  Delivery  System 

It  seems  to  us  that  the  most  efficient  system  for  fuel  delivery  would 
be  one  that  combined  the  lieid  (Tardnor  and  Harry  Allen  coal  loads. 
Whether  tr.L;  is  by  train,  slurry  line  or  other  means  should  be  analyzed. 

The  trucking  of  coal  (page  2-31)  to  the  Warner  powerplanl  would  involve 
six  (6)  trucks  per  hour,  24  hours  per  day  (25  ton  trueklcads)  or  19 
trucks  per  hour  for  eight  hour  workday.  The  impacts  on  the 
communities,  tiie  fuel  efficiency  of  this  proposal  as  well  as  air  pollution, 
etc.,  should  alt  be  included  in   the  drart   E1S. 

9.  Recreatioa  and  Aesthetic  Impacts 

The  visual  resource  is  considered  tiie  most  important  aspect  of 
recreation  in  the  affected  environment.  The  geologv,  landscape  and 
scenery  together  with  tft;  current  exceptional  air  quality  and  visibility 
offer  a  variety  of  recrcutionul  uctivitics  such  us  sightseeing,  wilderness 
types,  dispersed  recreation   types,  photography,  nature  study,  etc. 


Response  129-15 

An  extension  of  the  comment  period  was  not  possible  due  to  time  limita- 
tions required  in  the  decision  making  process. 


The  biological  opinion  of  the  USFWS  (Appendix  15  of  the  draft  EIS)  i 
ced  in  toe  final  EIS  with  the  most  recent  USFWS  biological  opinion 


rep  lac 

The  desert  tortoise  became  officially  listed  as  threatened,  with  35 
square  miles  being  designated  as  critical  habitat,  on  September  19,  1980 
(Federal  Register  Volume  45,  Number  163,  August  20,  1980).  A  public  hearing 
was  held  ,n  St.  George,  Utah  on  March  25,  1980  with  public  comments  on  this 

bv  TlM  forlnh  fhCeP,te<l  Unt!'  Ap-rn!  9l  198°-  Biolo9'«l  assessments  prepared 
by  BLM  for  both  plant  and  animal  species  have  been  available  for  public 
review  at  the  BLM  District  Office,  Cedar  City,  Utah. 

Response  129-16 

Hi  sh0L'd  Alternative  5  be  fully  implemented,  the  total  amount  of  energy 
nllll^lr,  h  ?i  conservation  and  solar  technologies,  complied  with  that 
generated  by  alternative  energy  sources,  would  egual  the  equivalent  oil 
f?^,r1,crepreSented    in   the  di5cussi°n  of  Alternative   5    in   Chapter  4  of  the 

I  1  fid  I     1 1  o . 

Response  129-17 

bv  RIM*18  Twi0/  PermPMUr  StUdy  and  the  blasling  st"°V  «re  not  conducted 
by  BLM.  Therefore,  BLM  has  no  control  over  the  distribution  and  public  com- 
ment period  concerning  these  documents.  A  summary  of  the  blastinn  studv  is 
included  in  the  final  EIS  in  the  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  sections  in  %£ 
M  198(1  il?/1  r  Perc,eRt' on  study  was  scheduled  for  release  on  September 
29,   1980  and  a  summary  of  its  findings  are  included  in  this  EIS. 

Response  129-18 

r0„t^iamUhti1i,f^  by„5he  Re1d  Gardner  P1ant  is  transported  by  rail  from 
man  ,  lh  U|der  t]temaUveS  3  and  «■  coal  wou1d  be  "fed  '™»  "ntral 
urfi\°r  tsouthwe5lei'"  Wy°m!"S  ^  the  Harry  Allen  plant  and  could  conceivably 
'  „*Sa"  unit  trains  as  the  Reid  Gardner  plant.  Rail  transportation 
4  of  the  ffnal  ElV  AUernatlVeS  3  and  4  in  ChaPt^  2   and  analyzed  in  Chapter 

Response  129-19 

Approximately  6.5  trucks  per  hour  would  leave  the  Alton  coal  lease  area 


Response  129-20 

Visual  resources  are  an  important  aspect  for  the  total  enjoyment  of 

reatinn10innaVhaCtiHitieS  f-  Vf  ™   ™P°rtint   role  1n  the  analyst  sTfrec- 
this  ?opic      d0CUment-   Refer  t0  ResPO"se  37-2  for  aore  information  on 


Draft  EIS  for  Allen-Wnrncr  Valley  Energy  System 
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The  four  powerpi-mt  alternatives  (1-4)  all  cult  for  (pafte  3-59)  un 
increase  in  recreation  visitation  and  o  decrease  in  overall  visual 
resources  quality.  We  do  not  feel  that  an  increase  in  the  numbers  of 
visits  v-ith  a  fjecrense  in  the  quality  of  ench  of  those  visits  is  a 
worthwhile   tradeoff. 

10.  Growth  Inducement 

The  increased  energy  capacity  provided  by  the  enlarged  Heid  Gardner 
po;.''  r;'!int:  f:"*"1  ciecrr:».:»:i.t  per  erpita  eonsuiiipiiun  riivs  (..  .,(0  3-34); 
N'i'C's  iiK*i-j.s'.  energy  conservation  program  (page  3-3!*.':  t'.e  IPI'  project; 
the  'v;>,il>:  ?i  ;■  -■"  fi.eiiity  (;.:.,;r  !-!50),  .;r.e!  the  "OH:' -...-:«  Cord  Prr-jcd" 
(paje  -1-J5U*;  should  ho  anuly/.ed  u^'uinjt  other  n-it-.r:!  resources  wiliiin 
th.:  Y-\-~  *;.—.;.-.  .ir?1-,  lo  proii<!?  T'm  ur'ann  dcv-/.  *pr..cnt,  i.e.,  '.v.tor, 
air  o.  ;  iiity,  cie. 

In  siiri';:  rv.  we  hriieve  tho  eommT.t  period  should  remain  open  until  all 
si'?;:,  inc-'lfon---'  In  tin  CH-w-a  d-:ft  V:.  ^-'.-'.n:  t  V.i'!ev  \ii<:  ■■—■■/  Syt  ■  :■. 
E:y,:~c,t:  »•■  V  \JLt;  v-ct  S'.U<*":*rit  ar?  availnaV:  to  the  nublij.  *:h:.;o  sltoa'd 
b-  C-/..  w't."j  .  '..  "  ur.i't "iw.n  .,n  analysis  Mu'ic  or:  their  uffect  on  the  current 
drr.fl  :-:.":  .r.j  c''uipes  tint  are  nce>3.»J  in  the  draft  KS  to  accommodate 
the  iiev.-  fincir.r.'s.  I'.'e  abo  believe  that  additional  investigation  needs  to 
be  tv.ii'.i  in  .lre-i  jcfiaratt  I  in  this  letter.  It  appears  that  the  immediate 
impacts  of  the  pov.erpIanLs  heve  been  considered,  liov.-cvcr,  many  of  the 
secondary  impacts  have  not  been  analyzed. 

11.  Who  is  Harry  Allen? 

Docs   he   know   all   of  these   bad    things  are   being   done    in   his  name? 


JM:cw 


Response  129-21 

Table  2-19  in  the  final  EIS  is  revised  to  reflect  the  analysis  in  Chap- 
ter 4. 

Response  129-22 

The  impacts  to  affected  communities  concerning  socioeconomics  (services, 
infrastructure,  etc.)  are  discussed  in  the  Socioeconomics  sections  of  Chapter 
4  in  the  final  EIS.  Although  interrelated  projects  are  considered,  the  EIS 
does  not  take  a  position  of  attempting  to  analyze  all  potential  future  pro- 
jects. As  those  projects  are  brought  to  the  EIS  stage,  analysis  would  be 
made  of  impacts   in  relation  to  existing  projects. 

Response  129-23 

Refer  to  Responses  6-4,  22-1,  22-2,  52-1,  and  111-8  for  a  discussion  on 
these  concerns. 

Response  129-24 

Harry  Allen  was  formerly  a  president  of  Nevada  Power  Company. 


Air:      Hush   Rlcct 
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S-4    and    S-5 


An    apparent   discrepancy   on    these    pages    exists    in    regard 
to   whether    a    portion   of    the   Class    II    increment   occurs    or 
whether    the    increment    is    exceeded.      The    EIS    states    there    are 
"...    conflicting    study    results    that   must    first   be    resolved." 
Table    4-3    on    page    4-11    indeed   shows    a    conflict    in   modeling 
results    of    the    S02    24-hour    concentration.       This    definitely 
is    a    major    point    to   be   clarified   prior    to  any    finalizing   of 
the    EIS. 
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2-58  Table  2-20 


The  Air  Ouality  category  states  that  the  Valley  of  Fire 
State  Park  is  a  Class  I  area.   This  is  not  true. 


27 
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3-4 


Hydrographic  Area  218  -  California  Wash  where  the 
existing  Nevada  Power  Company's  Reid  Gardner  station  is 
located,  in  seme  areas  nay  bs  close  to  :he  24-hour  SO-, 
ambient  air  quality  standard  of  365  micrograms  per  cuBic 
meter.   This  was  found  by  modeling  conducted  for  Reid  Gardner 
Unit  No.  4. 

Hydrographic  Area  212  -  Las  Vegas  Valley  has  been 
designated  as  a  nonattainment  area  for  ozone,  carbon  monox- 
ide and  particulate  matter.   Page  4-12  notes  that  " (S) tudies. . 
indicate  that  ...  Harry  Allen...  would  not  cause  violations 
of  the  Q->    standard."   This  may  be  true,  but  in  some  situa- 
tions as  it  is  mentioned  that  O-j  levels  can  increase  down- 
wind.  The  increase  in  NOx  emissions  by  170  tons  per  day  may 
also  have  some  effect  to  ozone  formation  at  some  distance 
from  the  plant. 

These  are  two  areas  that  must  be  investigated  as  to 
whether  Harry  Allen  will  have  any  effect  on  the  ambient  air 
quality  standards  in  areas  removed  from  the  plant  site. 


23 


pp. 


3-7  and  4-7,  Tables  3-1  and  4-1,  respectively. 


The  New  Source  Performance  S 
Utility  Steam  Generating  Units  Co 
1978,  gives  an  option  on  the  SC"2 
emission  rate.  The  standard,  as 
lations  is:  No  owner  shall  caus. 
atmosphere  any  gases  which  contai 
lb/million  BT"  heat  input  with  90 
tion  concentration  or  70%  reducti 
centration  when  emissions  are  les 
This  addition  should  be  made  to  t 
impor  ta  n  t  1 tern . 


tandards  for  Electric 

structcd  after  September  IE 
standard  depending  on  the 
paraphrased  from  the  regu- 
to  be  discharged  into  the 
n  SOn  in  excess  of  1.2 
i  reduction  of  the  combus- 
on  of  the  combustion  con- 
s  than  0.60  lb/million  DTU./ 
hose  tables  since  it  is  an." 
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p.    4-12 

Lead  is  a  trace  element  that  has  been  established  as  a 
criteria  pollutant.   As  a  result,  this  pollutant  must  be 
addressed  in  any  modeling  for  determination  of  impact  from 
_the  plant. 

[p.    4-13 
Secondary  pollutant  formation  may  have  an  impact  on 
visibility  in  Las  Vegas  Valley.   This  item  should  be  add 


the 
ressed . 
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4-23 

Proocvjd  Rul>.-:-.aki  no  for  Visibility  Protection  for 
--.I  ;:irs  I  Ar->--.3  v.:-.  ;jbl:  r!.«f]  on  Sr/  22,  1980.   It 


that  this  : roject  will  bo  subject  to  these  regula- 
"ralizir.;  that  it  could  take  a  gti-at  deal  of  time  to 
finalize  these  regulations,  something  should  be  mentioned  in 
the  £i.-.3l  EIS  in  regard  to  this  matter. 
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Other  pollutants  besides  SOj,  particualte  matter  and 
NO.  .T.av  be  required  to  be  monitored.   These  will  be  deter- 
-ir'ed  during  the  review  of  the  application  for  a  registra- 
tion certificate  with  the  State  and  the  PSD  application  by 
EPA  Region  IX.   iThis  deals  only  with  the  Harry  Allen  plant.) 

HHR:mlw 


Response  129-25 

Table  4-4  of  the  final  EIS  presents  results  derived  from  separate 
studies  with  different  assumption  and  analysis  techniques  used.  There  have 
been  no  additional  studies  available  before  the  printing  of  the  final  EIS 
However,  it  must  be  shown  to  EPA 
before  EPA  could  issue  a  permit. 


that  no  SO,  increments  would  be  exceeded 


Response  129-26 

To  reflect  your  comment,  the  table  is  amended  in  the  final  EIS  and  no 
longer  implies  that  the  Valley  of  Fire  is  a  Class  I  area. 

Response  129-27 

Your  Hydrographic  Area  218  comment  is  addressed  in  Response  87-2  and  the 
Hydrographic  Area  212  comment  is  addressed  in  Response  5-1. 

Response  129-28 

Tables  3-1  and  4-1  are  revised  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  your  comment. 

Response  129-29 

Modeled  concentrations  for  lead  are  given  in  tables  3  and  4  of  Appendix 
13  in  the  final  EIS.   The  concentrations  are  well  within  the  NAAQS  for  lead. 

Response  129-30 

Your  comment  is  addressed  in  Response  5-1.  Also,  additional  discussion 
concerning  this  problem  is  added  to  the  Air  Quality  sections  in  Chapter  4  of 
the  final  EIS. 


Response  129-31 

As  stated  in  the  Visibility  section  of  Air  Quality,  Alternative  1,  in 
Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS,  NPS  would  have  the  responsibility  to  determine 
whether  visibility  values  in  the  national  parks  would  be  adversely  affected. 
The  proposed  rules  are  expected  to  be  finalized  by  mid-November  1980.  NPS  is 
using  the  proposed  rules  as  a  guide  in  their  analysis. 

Response  129-32 

According  to  revised  PSD  regulations  promulgated  by  EPA  (45  FR  52676), 
carbon  monoxide,  lead,  beryllium,  mercury,  fluorides,  and  total  reduced 
sulfur  would  also  have  to  be  monitored  unless  the  applicant  would  show  that 
maximum  ground  level  concentrations  would  be  below  levels  specified  on  page 
52739  of  the  Federal  Register,  August  7,  1980.  The  applicant  would  also  have 
to  submit  a  satisfactory  monitoring  plan  to  the  State  air  quality  control 
agency  before  permission  to  construct  could  be  granted  by  the  State. 


Clearinghouse  Comments 

80300069  Allen  Warner  Valley  Encrp.y  System 


Water:  Wendell  McCurry: 
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Appendix  4:   Compliance  with  the  procedures  listed  under 
Water  Resources  and  permits  for  all  treatment  and  disposal 
of  wastewater  will  be  required. 

Appendix^:   Pare  A5-4 ,  add  to  activity/action  for  State  of 
^vada   "Issue  pollution  discharge  permits." 

Compliance  with  the  Standard  Operating  Procedures  listed  is 
Appendix  6  is  required. 


CO 
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Solid  Waste 

Verne  Rosse:   No  comment. 


Response  129-33 

Applicants  will  comply  with  the  Standard  Operating  Procedures  as  listed 
in  Appendix  6. 

Response  129-34 

Appendix  5  is  changed  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  your  concern. 

Resonse  129-35 

The  Introduction  of  Appendix  5  and  the  Assumptions  and  Analyses  Guide- 
lines section  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  reflect  this 
comment. 


ROLAND  D.  wrSTtflGAnD 
Di™*iar 


STATE  OF  NEVADA 
DEPARTMENT  OF  CONSERVATION^ AND  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

DIVISION  OR  WATER .  RESOURCES 

.    Co;  I  ID:  CtNM,  -e-c 

201  Soi.ih  To!!  Stitjtfl,  Ccrvr^  G:y,  Neicda    S~7I0 
August  26,   1930 


WILLIAM  ?    nr*/vf.:t 


mmanovn 

To:  Roland  D.   '/iestergard.  Director 

From:  '.fillia'ii  J.   ilevxion.  State  Engineer  —  ^—^-JiS 

Subject:     Al  len--:'arr.er  Valley  Energy  System  EIS 


Add:,l,  At!  Ccrr.nu-  i  -anam  I 


The  above  referenced  Environmental  Ir-pact  Statement  has  tecr. 
briefly  reviewed  ami  this  office  has  no  objection  to  the  proposal 
to  locate  the  Allen  Plant  in  Dry  Lake  Valley. 

Secondary  Permits  21C14-S-1  and  2172S-S-2  have  been  issued  to 
the  ilevada  Power  Company  for  industrial  cooling. 

Pernit  21C14-S-1  was  issued  on  June  23,  1975  for  4-1.56  c.f.s., 
but  not  to  exceed  33,260  acre-feet  annually  of  effluent  as  u'esurited 
in  the  rurcli-.se  agreement  dated  June  21,  1974  between  tha  City  cf 
Las  Vegas,  Clark  County  Sanitation  District  ISO.  1,  Count/  of  Clark 
and  Nevada  Power  Coiviany. 

Pen-lit  21723-S-2  './as  issued  on  June  23,  1375  for  29.706  c.f.s., 
but  not  to  exceed  11,504.39  acre-feet  annually  of  effluent  as 
described  in  the  purchase  agreement  dated  June  21,  1974  between  the 
City  of  Las  Vegas,  Clark  County  Sanitation  District  No.  1,  County  of 
Clark  and  Nevada  Power  Company. 

Proof  of  Beneficial  Use  under  both  above  described  secondary 
peraits  is  due  en  June  23,  1S<M.  The  place  cf  use  under  both  of 
the  described  secondary  applications  is  within  Section  C,  T.1JS., 
R.63E.,  the  place  of  use,  as  described  in  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement,  is  within  the  vicinity  of  the  intersection  of  T.17S-1S5., 
and  R.63E.-CE. 

It  probably  won't  be  necessary  to  make  an  application  to  change 
the  place  of  use  under  each  of  the  existing  pemits-jis.  this  can  be 
done  by  issuing  corrected  permits.         /^f"'    ' ^  ^\ 

/$'  *   \ 
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OUANC       B         SJO.'.ffK', 


STATE      Or     NEVADA 

DIVISION    OF    COLORADO    RIVER    RESOURCES 

TtlfPHONF    <TO;i    733-7751 


August    5,    1980 


7-4 
UNION    PACIFIC    RAILROAD  COMPANY 

LAW  DEPARTMENT 


STEVEN  A  GOOOSELL 


•OS  WEST  f  U>5T  SO"J»>* 

po  bo»  ;*« 
Salt  lake  C'T»  l**hm"0 


J.  CLARE  WILLIAMS 
Gwifrtl  Attomay 


August  27.  1980 


V.hMOF.ANDu'M 

To:  Robert  Hill,  State  Planning  Coordinator 

Fror.:  AJ-:inistrator ,  Division  of  Colorado  River  Resources 

.Subject:  Allca-SarncT  Valley  Energy  Systcm--SAI  NV  «S0300069 


i:,e  division  of  Colorado  iliver  I'.usourccs  (DCRR)  is  directly 
involve!  vi:h  procurrrent  and  ;;.arkuting  of  electrical  energy 
z.r.1   r.ir-srity  within  ccrt'in  areas  of  Nevada,  i;c ,  therefore, 
u:'.l.rst.i:.i  tl.e  necessity  of  developing  new  resources  to 
accc:  -jr.ite  predicted  increases  in  loads.   The  Allen-'.Varner 
Valley  Energy  Systen  will  provide  the  necessary  energy  to 
Beet  anticipated  load  growth  in  die  Southern  Nevada  urea. 

Initially  8".  of  the  energy  from  the  Allen  Station  will  be  used 
in  Southern  Nevada,   However,  the  recapture  provisions  associated 
with  the  Allen  Station  will  provide  additional  resources  for  the 
Southern  Nevada  area  beginning  in  the  year  1999.   The  economic 
i-pact  upon  Southern  Nevada  energy  users  will  be  very  favorable 
inasr.-uch  as  the  cost  of  the  resources  on  recapture,  beginning  in 
19J9,  will  be  based  on  the  cost  of  generation  placed  in  service 
with  dollars  spent  in  the  1980  's. 

The  essential  benefits  derived  from  this  project  far  outweigh 
any  of  the  ir.ir.or  negative  impacts  addressed  in  the  Draft 
Environnental  Impact  Statement.   Therefore,  DCRR  wishes  to  go 
ca  record  aj  supporting  the  Al  1  en -V.'arnor  Valley  hnergy  System 
as  outlined  in  Alternative  *  1 ,  Department  of  the  Interior  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  the  Allcn-l'.'arnor  Valley 
Energy  System  prepared  by  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  date 
stamped  June  20,  19S0. 


C^L. 


Duane  R.  Sudweeks 


:oel  A.  Clark,  Director,  State  Department  of  Energy 


V. 


District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Cedar  City  District  Office 

1579  North  Main 

Cedar  City,  Utah   84720 


Gentlemen : 


Re:   Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy 
Systems  DEIS _ 


Pursuant  to  your  request  for  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS 
for  the  above  proposed  project,  and  in  accordance  with  my 
telephone  conversation  with  Mr.  Dave  Everett  last  week.  Union 
Pacific  Railroad  hereby  submits  the  following  ™en 
suggestions  for  your  review  and  consideration  with  respect 
to  your  preparation  of  the  final  EIS  presently  scheduled  for 
publication  on  or  about  November  17,  1980: 

1.   Rail  transportation  -  Use  existing  UggS.   Union  

Pacific  would  like  to  reaffirm  its  capability  «  nandling  without 
difficulty  the  coal  movements  required  under  alternatives  3  ana 
"  which  would  involve  transportation  over  existing  rail  lines 
from  coal  sources  in  central  Utah  and  southern  Wyoming.   In  this 
regard  Suggest  that  central  Utah  and  southern  Wyomi ng  coal 
should  be  favored  over  Alton  coal  for  use  at  the  Harr,  Allen 
plant  because  of  its  superior  BTU  rating  and  cleaner  burning 
characteristics. 

2  Rail  transportation  -  New  line  construction.  We 
suggest  that  until  a  final  decision  is  made  on  the  P^PO^ed 
Southern  Utah  Coal  Transportation  System  construction  of  a 
slurry  pipeline  from  Alton  to  Warner  Valley  and  onto  Harry 
Allen  would  seem  to  be  premature.  Should  the  southern  <^h 
rail  system  be  implemented,  a  rail  line  to  Warner  Valley  and/or 
Harry  Allen  would  possibly  be  more  efficient.   In  this  respect, 
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we  suggest  that  the  BLM  consider  yet  another  alternative  in 
addition  to  those  already  proposed  in  the  DEIS:  the  construction 
of  a  new  rail  line  to  service  southern  Utah  coal  fields,  includ- 
ing both  Alton  (insofar  as  Alton  coal  may  be  judged  suitable 
for  mining)  and  Kaiparowits,  for  delivery  to  the  Harry  Allen 
plant . 

In  our  opinion,  audi  an  alternative  would  both  minimize 
disruption  to  precious  water  supplies  and  more  evenly  distribute 
socioeconomic  impacts  resulting  from  energy  development  in  the 
affected  states.   We  further  believe  that  the  economic  viability 
of  such  construction  should  be  examined  in  terms  of  region  wide 
develop-cnt  involving  several  mines  and  multiple  markets  rather 
than  looking  at  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  in  isolation. 

We  would  point  out  that  the  BLM's  recently  released 
special  study  of  coal  development  and  transportation  in  southern 
Utah  could  form  the  basis  for  consideration  of  such  an  alternative, 
and  we  suggest  that  this  study  should  be  incorporated  by  reference 
into  the  E1S  as  finally  published.   Of  course.  Union  Pacific 
stands  ready  to  offer  assistance  in  the  development  of  more 
specific  information  which  might  be  needed  to  evaluate  this  new 
alternative. 

3.  Energy  conservation  -  Alternative  Energy  Sources. 

We  emphasize  that  a  primary  consideration  should  be  the  potential 
for  displacement  of  approximately  20  million  barrels  of  oil  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed  energy  system,  and  we  are  supportive  of 
efforts  aimed  at  eliminating  energy  waste  and  increasing  the  use 
of  alternative  energv  sources.   In  this  respect,  we  believe  that 
construction  of  the  Warner  Valley  plant  and  slurry  line  could  be 
an  unwarranted  intrusion  into  the  southern  Utah  environment  since 
it  has  not  been  shown  that  other  energy  sources,  such  as  layoff 
power  from  the  3,000  MW  IPP  facility  near  Lynndyl,  Utah,  cannot 
meet  the  energy  needs  of  the  St.  George  area.   We  would  also 
like  to  emDhasize,  however,  that  caution  should  be  used  to  avoid 
making  overly  optimistic  estimates  with  respect  to  the  potential 
for  conservation  and  use  of  other  energy  sources  to  substantially 
reduce  the  need  for  additional  electrical  generating  capacity 
within  the  time  frame  being  considered. 

4.  coal  slurry  pipelines.   We  also  express  our  concern 
over  the  pumping  and  transportation  of  water  supplies  from 
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southern  Utah,  because  of  the  potential  adverse  effect  such 
pumping  and  transportation  nay  have  on  the  area's  agricultural 
productivity  and  industrial  opportunity. 

In  sum,  we  believe  that  alternatives  3  and  4  appear 
to  be  the  most  feasible,  since  they  would  result  in  the  minimal 
amount  of  environmental  impact  possible,  while  at  the  sane  tine 
allowing  for  construction  of  at  least  the  Harry  Allen  plant. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  provide  you  with  these 
comments.  Please  advise  if  you  desire  more  information  from  us 
or  if  we  can  be  of  assistance  in  some  other  way. 


:uiy  yuuis, 


Clare  Williams 


JCW/jn 

cc:      Mrs.    Valerie  W.    Scott 


Union  Pacific  Railroad,   Salt  Lake  City,   Utah 

Response  130-1 

Your  reaffirmation  is  noted  and  will   be  considered  in  the  final  decision 
making  process. 

Response  130-2 

Refer  to  Response  12-5  for  a  discussion  of  this  topic. 


® 


^yNational  Wildlife  Federation 


NATURAL  RESOURCE  CLINIC 

FLEMING  LAW  BUILDING 
BOULDER.  COLORADO  80308 


August    26,    1980 


Mr.    David   Everett 
Cedar  City   District 
Bureau  of    Land   Management 
P.O.    Box   724 
Cedar   City,    UT   84720 

Dear   Mr.    Everett: 


The  National   Wildlife    Federation,    with   over    4.5   million 
r.er.bers    and   supporters,    is   America's    largest   private    conservation 
organization.      We    are    pleased    to   comment    as    follows    on    the    Draft 
Environmental    Impact    Statement   on    the   Allen-Warner  Valley    Energy 
System. 

KWF   is    seriously   concerned    about    the    insults    the   proposed 
Allen-Warner   Valley    Energy    System  will   have    on    the    environment 
and  wildlife.       Since    up   to    28,500    acres    of    public    land   are 
involved    in    this    coal-fired    steam  electric    generating   system 
there    is    concern    in   the   following    areas: 

1.      The   need    for   power.       There    is    some    question   as    to  whether 
the    Allen-Warner   Energy    System   is   actually   needed    to   meet    future 
power   demands.      Alternative    5    which    involves    energy    conservation 
and   the    development   of   alternative    energy    sources   must   be    given 
more   consideration    before    alternatives    1    through    4    can   be    con- 
sidered   reasonable. 
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3.      Compliance   with    air  quality    regulations.      There    is    serious 
concern    whether    the    project   would   have   an    adverse    impact   on    the 
air  quality    related   values    of   Class    I    areas    such    as    Bryce   Canyon 
and   Zion   National   Parks. 


National  Wildlife  Federation,   Boulder,  Colorado 

Your  concerns  on  the  AWV  Energy  System  are  noted.  However,  new  informa- 
tion included  in  the  final  EIS  differs  from  the  draft  EIS  and  your  letter  on 
the  following  points: 

Response  131-1 

The  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the 
final  EIS  is  revised  to  reflect  the  most  recent  information  concerning  the 
need  for  power. 

Response  131-2 

The  OSH  draft  Southern  Utah  Petition  Evaluation  Document  (USOI,  1980) 
addresses  a  petition  (EDT  et  al.,  1979)  alleging  the  impacts  (as  discussed  in 
your  letter)  that  would  occur  with  the  mining  of  the  Alton  coal  lease  area. 
The  information  presented  in  the  OSH  document  is  summarized  in  Chapter  4  of 
the  final   EIS. 

Response  131-3 

Results  of  modeling  studies  do  indicate  that  adverse  visibility  impacts 
would  occur  at  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park  as  a  result  of  the  Alton  mine. 
Furthermore,  it  appears  there  may  be  visual  degradation  at  several  viewpoints 
in  Zion  National  Park.  As  a  result,  NPS  has  recommended  to  EPA  Region  VIII 
that  the  PSD  permit  for  the  proposed  Warner  Valley  powerplant  be  denied.  EPA 
has  proposed  to  deny  the  PSD  permit  for  the  Warner  Valley  powerplant  (Public 
Notice,  Washington  County  News,  October  Z,  1980),  and  will  take  final  action 
by  November  2,   1980. 


Mr.  David  Everett 


August  26,  1980 
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4.  Threatened  and  endangered  species.   The  following  vegeta- 
tion and  wildlife  species  designated  as  officially  listed  as 
endangered  or  designated  as  candida-tes  for  threatened  status  are 
found  or  may  be  found  in  the  project  area:   (1)  the  silver  pin- 
cushion cactus,  (2)  desert  cymopterus ,  (3)  mojave  tarweed, 

(4)  opuntia  basilaris  var.,  (5)  Death  Valley  joint  fir,  (6)  mojave 

dalea,  (7)  alkali  mariposa  lilly,  (8)  mentzelia  leucophylla, 
(9)  rusby  desert  mallow,  (10)  marriam  bear  poppy,  (11)  parish 

alkali  crass,  (12)  linanthus  arenicola,  (13)  Stephen's  penstemon, 

(14)  agave  utahensis  var.  eborispina,  (15)  pygmy  agave, 

(16)  brickellia-like  goldenweed,  (17)  pinon  forget-me-not, 

(18)  corphantha  rosea,  (19)  abronia  orbiculata,  (20)  ripley  gilia, 

(21)  least  cy.-optorus,  (22)  religious  fleabane,  (23)  last  chance 

tov.-nser.dia,  (24)  Bryce  bladderpoc,  (25)  sumpo  milkvetch, 

(26)  escarpment  milkvetch,  (27)  aven  Nelson  scorpionweed, 

(23)  virgin  scoprion  plant,  (29)  Nevada  willowherb,  (30)  dwarf 

bearclaw  poppy,  (31)  woundfin  minnow,  (32)  roundtail  chub, 

(33)  desert  tortoise.   Clearly,  protection  of  these  species--best 

accomplished  through  the  conservation  alternative — must  be  a  major 

priority. 

5.  The    construction   of    the    proposed   Hurricane   diversion 

dam  will   destroy   National    Register   property.      Again,    the    conserva- 
tion  alternative    appears    superior. 

6.  Wilderness  Study  Areas.  The  proposed  transmission  line 
routes  of  the  Western  Transmission  System  would  cross  wilderness 
study   areas    in   California.       The   conservation    alternative   would 

^ avoid    this    impact. 


Response  131-4 

Biological  assessments  and  consultations  with  the  USFWS  were  initiated 
in  the  early  stages  of  the  EIS  process.  In  most  instances  mitigation  was 
possible  to  eliminate  impacts  to  endangered  plants  and  animals.  Impacts  to 
endangered  species  which  could  not  be  mitigated  are  shown  in  the  final  EIS. 
The  impacts  to  these  species  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making  pro- 
cess. 

Response  131-5 

The  proposed  Interstate  15  transmission  corridor  would  not  cross  any 
Wilderness  Study  Areas  in  California.  The  other  Western  Transmission  System 
alternatives  would  cross  Wilderness  Study  Areas  as  indicated  in  figure  3-8 
and  the  Wilderness  sections   in  Chapters  3  and  4  of  the  final   EIS. 


7.       Floodplain    restrictions.       Portions    of   the   proposed   Harry- 
Allen   Power    Plant    site   would   be    located   within    the    50-year    flood- 
plain   playa    in    Dry   Lake,    Nevada.       Potential    flood   hazards    to    the 
plant    from   a    100-year    flood   have   not   been   determined    in    accordance 
with   E.O.    11983. 

The    following    is   a    summary   of   major    impacts    affecting    air 
quality    under   alternative    1. 

1.  Initial    studies    show   that    emissions    of   S02    from    the    Harry- 
Allen   and   Karner   Valley   Power   plants   may   cause   violations    of   the 
PSD  Class    II    SO2    increments.      The    PSD   Class    I    increment    at    the 
Zion    National    Park    may    be    exceeded    by    the    Warner   Valley    Power 
Plant,    and   Class    I    S02    increments    in    the   Valley   of   Fire    State   Park 
potential    Class    I    area   would  be   exceeded   by    the    Harry-Allen   Power 
Plant. 

2.  Class    II    air  quality    increments   will    be   exceeded   at    the 
Harry-Allen    Power   Plant    site. 


3.      The    surface    mining   of   coal    from   the   Alton   coal    fields 
could   potentially   have   an    impact   on    air  quality    and   create    visual 
intrusion   which   would    impair    Park   values. 


Mr-    David   Everett 
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4.  The    coal    firecl   power   plants   would    release    large   quanti- 
ties  of   carbon   dioxide    into   the    atmosphere   which    could   contribute 
to    raising   the    average    ter.perature    of    the   earth's    surface    from 
the    resulting    greenhouse    effect    caused    by    the    higher    atmospheric 
CO2    levels.      See    Kellogg,    Influences   of   Mankind   on    Clinate,    Ann. 
Rev.    Earth   Planet.    Sci.    1979,    7:63-92.       There    is    also    concern 
regarding   acid   precipitation    which   also    results    from   large 
releases   of   CO2    sulfur,    and   nitrous   oxides. 

5.  The   proposed   Harry-Allen    and   Warner   Valley    Power    Plants 
would   emit    a    variety   of    trace    elements    in    to    the    atmosphere 
during    the   plant   operation.       The    U.S.    Fish    &    Wildlife    Service 
biological   opinion    in    1978    specifies    a    concern    about   possible 
toxic   build-up    in    the    environment   near   the   proposed   sites.       The 
results    concern    the    amount   of    radioactive    nuclides   which   would 
be    emitted    from   the    smokestacks. 

6.  Visibility    impacts    from    the   power   plants   would   be   caused 
by    fly   ash    and    secondary    pollutants.       These    impacts   would   reduce 
the    visual    range.       Further,    the   plant    itself   would   also   have   an 
impact   on    the    visual    envi ronment . 

7.  Cumulative    impacts.       Emission    from   the   operation   of    the 
Harry-Allen    Fo.-er   Plant    could    combine   with    emissions    from   the 
Peid   Gardner   Power   Plant    located    in   Moapa,    Nevada,    to   cause 
increased    ambient    pollutant    concentrations. 

Y7ater    Po sources 


The    following   major   water    resource    impacts    could   result    from 
adopting   alternative    1. 

1.  The   mining   activity    in    the   Alton    coal    fields   could    con- 
taminate   groundwater . 

2.  In    the   Alton   area   as   many    as    22    springs    in    the   present 
location    and   condition   could   be    altered   by    the    surface   mining. 

3.  In    the   Alton   area,    erosion    and    sediment   yield   to    streams 
would   be    accelerated   by    surface   mining.      The    sediment    load    passing 
from   the   mine    areas    could   create    maintenance    problems    of    sedimen- 
tation   at    downstream   irrigation   diversions    and   canals.       Erosion 
would    be    increased   on    10,154    acres. 


Response  131-6 

Radioactive   emissions  would  be  very  small,   and  would  need  no  monitoring. 

Response   131-7 

The  concerns   expressed    in   this   comment   are   addressed    in  Response   87-2. 

Response  131-8 

The  final  EIS  is  revised  to  include  the  most  recent  information  concern- 
ing the  impacts  of  the  proposed  Alton  coal  mine,  including  ground  water 
pumping.  See  the  Mining  in  the  Alton  Coal  Lease  Area  and  Ground  Water  Pump- 
ing for  Coal   Slurry  sections  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4. 


4.      Groundwater   pumping    for   coal    slurry   could    adversely 
affect   well   and    spring  yields    in    the    adjacent   areas    since    the 
plan    is    to  obtain   water    from   13    deep  wells    in    the   Navaho   Sandstone 
formation.      There    is   concern    whether   pumping   would  affect   existing 
or   pending  water    rights.      No   tests    have    been   conducted    to   deter- 
mine   the   extent   of   water   table   drawdown. 


Mr.  David  Everett 
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5.   Reservoir  safety  —  failure  of  the  proposed  Warner  Valley 
dan  would  result  in  a  floodwave  at  least  as  damaging  as  a  standard 
project  flood. 

5.   Streamflow  and  water  quality  would  be  reduced  in  the 
Virgin  River  system. 

7.   Construction  of  the  Harry-Allen  Power  Plant  and  a  reduc- 
tion of  1,850  acres  of  playa  occupied  by  the  power  plant  would 
raise  potential  flood  levels. 

Cultural  Resources 

A  large  nunber  of  cultural  resources  would  be  affected, 
/iout  329  •/.r.o-.-.-n   archaeological  sites  and  3  historical  trails  would 
be  adversely  impacted.   The  Dominquez-Escalante  and  Honeymoon 
trails  would  be  inoacted  by  the  construction  and  operation  of  the 
pov.-er  Dlant.   There  would  be  an  adverse  impact  to  the  ecological 
importance  of  Soirit  Mountain  with  a  placement  of  a  microwave 
co"--unication  stations.   The  Hurricane  Canal  diversion  which  is 
listed  on  the  National  Register  would  be  destroyed  by  the  proposed 
project. 

Recreation-Aesthetic  Values 

The  following  major  recreation  and  aesthetic  values  would  be 
expected  under  ilternative  1. 

1.   Mining  activities  in  the  Alton  area  would  generate  dust, 
noise  and  air  pollutants  which  would  reduce  air  quality  and 
visibility. 

2  There  would  be  an  adverse  impact  on  the  scenic  character 
of  the  St.  George  Basin,  Zion  National  Park,  and  Dry  Lake,  Nevada 
where  visibility  will  be  reduced  by  concentrations  of  stack 
emission  from  the  power  plants. 

3  Part  of  the  visual  resource  as  viewed  from  the  Bryce 
Canyon\.'ational  Park  will  be  degraded  by  the  stripmine  activities 
at  the  Alton  coal  fields. 

4.  Blasts  associated  with  mining  activities  in  the  Alton 
coal  fields  area  could  alter  or  destroy  the  delicate  erosional 
features  in  the  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park. 

5.  Visual  resources  will  be  degraded  throughout  the  effected 
environment  with  the  actual  presence  of  power  plant  and  trans 
mission  lines. 

6    The  construction  of  electrical  transmission  systems  will 
permit  increased  access  to  previously  inaccessible  a «sas,  thereby 
causing  destruction  of  vegetation,  disturbance  of  wildlife  habitat, 
and  littering. 


[ 


Response  131-9 

About  348  archaeological  sites  would  be  adversely  affected  with  the 
implementation  of  Alternative  1.  Refer  to  the  Cultural  Resources  sections  in 
Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of  impacts  to  cultural  resources. 

Response  131-10 

Studies  reported  in  the  OSH  draft  Southern  Utah  Petition  Evaluation  Docu- 
ment (USDI,  1980)  have  indicated  that  blasting  have  would  no  effect  on  deli- 
cate  erosional  features  of  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park. 


Mr.  David  Everett 
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7.  The  construction  of  the  coal  slurry  pipelines  will  permit 
increased  access  to  previously  inaccessible  areas  causing  destruc- 
tion of  vegetation,  disturbance  of  wildlife  habitat,  and  littering. 

8.  There  is  substantial  hunting  in  the  Honeymoon  Trail  area. 
This  recreational  opportunity  may  be  diminished. 

Socioeconomic  Impacts 

Under  alternative  1  there  will  be  major  socioeconomic  impacts 
caused  by  the  population  surges  during  the  construction  phases. 


-4 
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Alternative  2.      The  major  impacts  under  alternative  2  would 
be  similar  to  alternative  1.   Air  quality,  water  resources, 
recreation,  aesthetics,  and  socioeconomics  would  be  similar  to 
alternative  1. 
nor.ir.ated  to  th 
by  alternative 


\bout  2  59  knov.-n  archaeological  sites  and  one 
National  Register  would  be  adversely  affected 


Alternative  3. 


The  major  impacts  of  alternative  3  would  be 
si.ni.lar  to  alternative  1.   Air  quality,  recreation,  aesthetics , 

to  alternative  1.   About  162 
rsely  impacted  using  central 
adversely  affected  using  south- 
Under  alternative  3  the  following  major  water  resource 
impacts  are  likely: 

1.  The  service  water  quality  in  central  Utah  or  southwestern 
Wyoming,  or  the  Alton  mine  area  would  be  adversely  affected. 

2.  Springs  in  the  Alton  mine  area  would  be  altered,  and 
there  would  be  an  increase  in  erosion  and  stream  sedimentation. 

]4        3.   Yields  of  spring  and  well  water  sources  in  adjacent 
areas  would  be  adversely  affected. 

4.  Streamflow  and  water  quality  would  be  reduced  in  the 
Virgin  P.iver  system. 

5.  Potential  flood  levels  would  be  increased  by  the  con- 
struction of  the  Allen  Power  Plant. 

Alternative  4.   The  major  impacts  of  alternative  4  would 
also  be  s inula r  to  alternative  1.   Air  quality,  recreation, 
aesthetics,  and  socioeconomics  would  be  similar  to  alternative  1. 
There  is  concern  that  the  surface  water  quality  of  central  Utah 
or  southwestern  Wyoming  will  be  adversely  affected.   About  112 
archaeological  sites  will  be  adversely  affected  by  using  central 
Utah  coal  or  627  sites  will  be  adversely  affected  using  south- 
western Wyoming  coal.   There  will  be  a  change  in  existing  use  of 
«-  |~  15,106  acr-3  using  central  Utah  coal,  or  31,456  acres  will  be 
■•  L  adversely  affected  using  southwestern  Wyoming  coal. 


»[ 


Response  131-11 

According  to  data  presented  in  the  BLH  Virgin  River  Planning  Unit,  Unit 
Resource  Analysis,  hunting  is  not  a  major  recreational  activity  in  Warner 
Valley,  and  therefore  is  not  addressed  in  the  final  EIS. 

Response  131-12 

As  discussed  in  the  Cultural  Resources  section  under  Alternative  2, 
Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS,  about  312  archaeological  sites  would  be  adversely 
impacted  and  one  property  on  the  National  Register  would  be  destroyed. 

Respose  131-13 

As  discussed  in  the  Cultural  Resources  section  under  Alternative  3, 
Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS,  about  183  archaeological  sites  could  be  impacted 
with  central  Utah  coal,  or  443  sites  could  be  adversely  affected  using  south- 
western Wyoming  coal. 

Response  131-14 

The  concerns  expressed  in  this  comment  are  addressed  in  Response  131-7. 

Response  131-15 

Due  to  revisions  in  the  number  of  estimated  sites,  Alternative  4  would 
adversely  affect  about  130  archaeological  sites  using  central  Utah  coal,  or 
645  sites  using  southwestern  Wyoming  coal.  See  the  Cultural  Resource  section 
under  Alternative  4  in  Chapter  4,  and  table  2-19  in  Chapter  2  of  the  final 

Response  131-16 

Refer  to  the  Land  Use,  Land  Use  Plans  and  Controls  section  under  Alter- 
native 4  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  for  revised  acreages  affected. 


Mr.  David  Everett 
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August  26,  1980 


Alternative  5.   Alternative  5  involves  energy  conservation 


CO 
ID 

CO 


and  the  development  of  alternative  energy  sources. 


The  following 


is  a  list  of  socioeconomic  advantages  which  can  be  obtained  by 
adopting  alternative  5: 

1    Lowerina  overall  energy  cost  and  consumption  to  consumers 
demand.   Energy  consumption  can  be  decreased 


2.   Changes  in  current  lifestyle— some  of  them  positive 
changes  — can  be  made  to  reduce  energy  consumption.   This  aPPear  = 
to  be  preferable  to  the  lifestyle  changes  which  would  result  from 
building  the  oroject,  including  dirainsihed  recreational  oppor- 
tunities, increased  utility  bills,  and  pollution. 

The  following  reasonable  measures  are  not  only  appropriate, 
but  are  in  conformance  with  stated  Congressional  policy  contained 
in  the  National  Energy  Conservation  Policy  Act  ("NECPA   ,  and  the 
Public  Utility  Regulatory  Policies  Act  of  1978  ( '  PURPA  ). 

1.   Moderating  thermostat  settings  for  both  heating  and 
cooling. 

2  Forceful  action  could  be  taken  to  include  installation 
of  time  thermostats  rather  than  a  conventional  strictly  tempera- 
ture activated  type. 

3  The  installation  of  a  utility  control  switch  which 
could  turn  off  air  conditioning  equipment  for  brief  selected 
times  during  peak  power  demand  periods. 

4.  Reduction  of  heat  loss  or  gain  in  buildings  and  appli- 
ances by  irr.proviny  existing  levels  of  insulation. 

Alternative  energy  sources  are  a  feasible  and  demonstrated 
option  which,  together  with  conservation,  would  be  a  preferable 
alternative  to  this  project. 

Alternative  6.   Alternative  6  involves  no  action  at  all. 
Such  a  decision  could  be  based  on  a  finding  that  it  isin  the 
public  interest  to  deny  the  use  of  public  lands  for  this  project 
based  on  environmental  concerns,  socioeconomic  grounds,  or  on 
the  basis  of  a  finding  of  no-need  for  the  proposed  energy  system. 

Based  on  the  six  alternatives  available,  and  due  to  the 
large  amounts  of  public  land  involved,  alternative  5  which 
involves  the  conservation  of  existing  energy  resources  and  the 
development  of  alternative  sources  of  energy  would  have  the 
r   least  drastic  impact  on  the  environment.   The  cumulative  effects 
17  f  on  health  causcd^y  long-term  exposure  to  levels  of  air  pollution 


Re5P°Tnhee  pro'pYsed  project  would  by  law  meet  .11  requirements  of  the  NAAQS 
which  are  designed  to  protect  human  health  and  welfare  w,th  an  adequate 
marain  of  safety  Because  of  this,  no  long-range  adverse  health  effects 
wo  Id  b  anticipated  Refer  to  the  Air  Quality  sections  of  Chapter  4  jn  the 
final  EIS.  See  Response  51-1  for  a  discussion  of  potential  ac.d  ram  effects. 


Mr.  David  Everett 


August  26,  1980 


generated  by  the  coal-fired  generating  systems  are  not  yet  known. 
The  large  amount  of  coal  that  these  generating  systems  will  burn; 
the  large  amounts  of  CO2 ,    SO2 ,    and  other  toxic  gases  which  will 
be  released  into  the  atmosphere;  and  the  acid  precipitation  which 
would  also  result  from  the  large  amounts  of  pollutants  released 
into  the  atmosphere  is  of  great  concern. 
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ts  of  water — a  scarce  resource — will  also  be 
sport  the  coal  in  slurry  form  to  the  power  plants, 
ts  for  the  mining  and  coal  slurry  preparation  in 
ields  would  be  about  10,000  acre  feet  per  year. 
rings  in  their  present  location  and  condition 
by  the  surface  mining.   Erosion  and  sediment 

would  also  be  accelerated  by  the  surface  mining, 
n  could  create  maintenance  problems  at  downstream 
sions  and  canals.   In  addition,  water  would  be 
uman  consumption  in  the  immediate  area  caused  by 
issolved  solid  concentrations. 
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The  construction  of  the  pipeline  and  the  power  transmission 
systems  would  destroy  the  natural  habitat  of  many  species  of 
wildlife  and  vegetation.   In  addition,  many  areas  which  were  pre- 
viously inaccessible  will  now  permit  increased  access  thereby 
causing  destruction  of  vegetation,  disturbance  of  wildlife  habitat, 
and  littering.   As  noted  previously,  there  are  many  species  of 
vegetation  and  wildlife  which  are  officially  listed  as  endangered 
or  designated  as  candidates  for  threatened  status  which  will  be 
adversely  impacted  by  the  construction  of  the  proposed  energy 
system. 

The  construction  of  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System 
would  have  an  adverse  impact  on  air  quality,  water  resources  and 
quality,  recreation,  aesthetics,  cultural  resources,  and  socio- 
economics.  These  adverse  impacts  would  affect  several  states, 
involve  thousands  of  acres  of  public  land,  would  involve  thousands 
of  people,  and  the  pollutants  emitted  from  the  proposed  energy 
plants  would  contribute  to  an  already-existing  over-polluted 
environment.   The  cumulative  adverse  effects  of  the  proposed 
energy  system  makes  it  obvious  that  we  must  develop  and  implement 
nationwide  strategy  for  energy  conservation  and  the  development 
and  implementation  of  alternative  energy  sources  which  have  a 
lesser  impact  on  the  environment  than  the  proposed  Allen-Warner 
Energy  System. 

This  is  what  Congress  has  indicated  in  its  adoption  of  the 
Public  Utility  Regulatory  Policies  Act  of  1978  and  the  National 
Energy  Conservation  Policy  Act.   If  PURPA  and  NECPA  are  complied 
with — and  they  should  be — actions  very  similar  to  the  conservation/ 
solar  alternative  will  be  adopted  irrespective  of  the  fate  of  this 
project.   If  those  actions  are  taken,  power  customers  will  benefit 
through  lower  rates,  and  an  important  and  inspiring  natural  resource 
will  be  protected. 

Very  truly  yours. 


Alan  Crespi'n,  Legal  Intern 


(Jj&l&A. 


Response  131-18 

The  construction  of  pipelines  and  transmission  lines  would  disrupt  the 
habitat  of  some  species,  however,  following  construction  these  areas  would  be 
rehabilitated.  The  development  of  roads  would  be  kept  to  a  minimum  and 
developed  roads  would  be  rehabilitated  following  construction  to  reduce  0KV. 
traffic.  For  a  discussion  of  endangered  species  which  would  be  affected  by 
the  proposed  energy  system,  see  Response  131-3. 
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United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 

forest  service 

324  25th  Street 

Ogden,  Utah  84401 


1950 
2800 
AUG  2  o  1380 


Hr.  Morgan  Jensen 

District  Manager 

Cedar  City  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  724 

iGedar  City,   Utah     84720 


O 
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Dear  Mr.  Jensen: 

Regional  Office  personnel  and  the  Supervisor,  Dixie  National  Forest  have 
reviewed  the  Draft  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  Environmental 
Impact  Statement.   Our  comments  on  the  draft  follow: 

Sunnary 

"Pages  S-4  to  S-18.   We  suggest  the  summary  include  a  discussion  on  water 
flow  depletion  and  the  expected  effects  to  the  aquatic/riparian  habitat. 

" Page  2-5S  (Table  S-20) .   Aquatic  resources  and  riparian  ecosystems  are 
not  mentioned  in  the  summary  of  impacts.   An  assessment  of  effects  on 
the  aquatic  and  water  related  terrestial  species  is  needed. 

"Page  3-18  (Wetlands  and  Floodplains).   The  discussion  on  wetlands  and 
floodplalns  is  not  sufficient.   A  detailed  description  regarding  the 
location  of  wetlands  is  needed.   To  say  "wetlands  and  floodplains  are 

_not  known  to  exist  .  .  ."  is  misleading. 

tatlon  Section.   Heeds  to  address  the  affected  riparian  ecosystem 
vegetation  types.   This  information  also  needs  highlighting  in  the 
ion  on  Water. 

Page  3-19  (Wildlife  Species  of  Concern).   The  heading  should  also  include 
"FISH." 

Pages  4-41,  4-80,  4-88,  4-102,  4-124,  4-134,  4-141  (Wildlife:   Species 
of  Concern).   The  description  of  the  effects  on  species  of  concern  is 
too  general.  The  specific  species  and  degree  of  effect  should  be  presented 
for  each  alternative.  Also,  a  separate  discussion  on  the  expected 
effects  to  fish  needs  to  be  included. 


U.S.  Forest  Service,  Oqden,  Utah 

Response  132-1  .  . 

The  Summary  of  the  EIS  is  not  intended  to  discuss  all  impacts.  Signifi- 
cant impacts  are  discussed  with  further  discussions  occurring  in  Chapters  2 
and  4  of  the  final  EIS. 

Response  132-2 

Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  is  revised  to  reflect  your  comment  on  assess- 
ment of  effects  on  the  aquatic  habitat  for  each  alternative. 

Response  132-3 

The  Wetlands  and  Floodplains  section  of  Chapter  3  is  changed  in  the 
final  EIS  to  reflect  your  comment. 

Response  132-4  .  . 

Riparian  and  wetland  vegetation  would  not  be  expected  to  be  signifi- 
cantly impacted.  Flow  requirements  necessary  to  protect  the  endangered 
woundfin  minnow  would  not  cause  a  reduction  of  riparian  vegetation  along  the 
Virgin  River.  Wetland  areas  would  rapidly  recover  following  a  disturbance. 

Response  132-5 

The  headings  in  the  final  EIS  include  the  word  "fish"  as  suggested. 

Response  132-6 

In  the  discussions  of  Wildlife:  Species  of  Concern,  only  general  des- 
criptions of  impacts  are  made  due  to  a  lack  of  on-ground  information.  As 
stated  in  these  sections,  standard  operating  procedures  would  include  inten- 
sive on-ground  surveys  before  construction  could  begin.  This  would  reduce 
impacts  to  critical  wildlife  habitat  by  on-ground  realignment  of  necessary 
construction. 

In  general,  the  Wildlife:  Species  of  Concern  sections  of  Chapter  4  are 
intended  for  a  summary  of  impacts  by  alternative.  A  discussion  of  impacts  to 
fish  is  provided  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  your  coanent. 


o 


Air  Quality  -  Visibility  -  General  Comments. 

1.  We  believe  the  EIS  should  define  the  visibility  criteria  used, 
along  with  a  definition  of  "Integral  Vista"  and  its  application  in  the 
Statement.   A  layman  reading  the  report  may  gain  the  impression  that 
National  Park  boundaries  extend  to  the  limits  of  the  Integral  vistas 
^described. 

2.  The  draft  does  not  adequately  cover  the  visibility  reduction 
within  National  Park  boundaries.  The  suggestion  is  made  to  break  the 
visibility  into  two  subheadings: 

a.  Visibility  within  National  Park  boundaries. 

b.  Visibility  for  integral  vistas. 

3.  The  confidence  levels,  duration  of  occurrence,  and  assumptions 
made  for  air  quality  modeling  should  be  Included  as  a  narrative  under 
the  simulated  photos  in  Figures  4-1,  4-2,  4-7,  4-10,  4-11,  and  4-12. 

The  appendix  treats  the  many  unmeasured  or  undetermined  combinations 
of  meteorological  events  that  control  visibility  reduction.   These  would 
be  more  properly  discussed  in  the  body  of  the  report. 

[4.   As  the  EPA  air  quality  studies  are  incomplete,  we  cannot  determine 
if  the  Dixie  National  Forest  airshed  will  be  Impacted  or  not. 

From  the  standpoint  of  the  impact  of  the  various  alternatives,  we  have 
these  comments: 
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Alternative  1  -  Applicant's  proposal 

1.  The  Dixie  National  Forest  would  be  impacted  by  Increased  local 
population,  construction  of  project  facilities,  and  increased  economic 
growth  in  the  St.  George  area. 

2.  A  reduction  or  elimination  of  the  water  flow  from  the  estimated 
half  dozen  springs  on  slopes  In  the  National  Forest  above  the  Alton  Coal 
Mine  is  possible.   This  could  occur  by  removal  of  subsurface  material  or 
ground  water  pumping  might  disrupt  subsurface  water  flows  and  water 
pressures  from  a  large  area  around  the  surface  mine.   A  reduction  of 
existing  springs  or  flow  therefrom  would  reduce  wildlife  habitat  on 
adjacent  National  Forest  lands. 

Alternative  2  -  Would  Impact  the  Dixie  National  Forest  about  the  same  as 
1  except  the  economic  growth  in  St.  George  would  not  be  as  great. 

Alternative  3  -  The  impact  from  this  alternative  would  be  about  the  same 
as  in  item  1  of  Alternative  1  except  that  the  increase  in  National 
Forest  use  would  be  less  and  no  slurry  line  would  be  constructed.   St. 
George's  economic  growth  would  be  about  the  same. 


Response  132-7 

In  the  draft  EIS,  visibility  was  defined  in  terms  of  visual  range,  plume 
blight,  and  atmospheric  discoloration.  Although  visual  range  is  very  subjec- 
tive and  may  not  be  an  adequate  measure  of  what  a  human  observer  perceives, 
current  modeling  techniques  do  not  allow  a  more  refined  analysis. 

The  final  EIS  does  not  discuss  integral  vistas  because  NPS  is  still  in 
the  process  of  identifying  them  and  a  formal  list  will  not  be  promulgated 
until  after  November  1980.  NPS. has  to  set  the  criteria  to  determine  whether 
visibility  values  in  the  park  would  be  threatened. 

Response  132-8 

The  visibility  imapcts  that  would  be  of  primary  concern  would  be  those 
affecting  integral  vistas.  Visibility  degradation  within  park  boundaries 
would  be  less  likely  since  the  plume  would  usually  be  located  outside  the 
park.  Lines  of  sight  within  the  park  boundaries  are  also  much  shorter  and 
would  therefore  be  less  likely  to  be  affected  by  air  quality  degradation. 

Response  132-9 

The  assumptions  made  for  the  NPS  visibility  impairment  study  are 
included  in  the  more  detailed  discussion  given  in  Appendix  12  The  confi- 
dence levels  and  duration  of  occurrence  for  the  study  results  were  not  deter- 
mined. BLM  and  NPS  recognize  the  many  limitations  of  this  study  and  have 
acknowledged  this  in  the  Air  Qualtiy  sections  of  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 

A  discussion  of  the  modeling  techniques  was  considered  too  detailed  to 
include  in  the  body  of  the  text  and  was  therefore  put  into  the  Appendix  for 
review  by  interested  readers. 

Response  132-10 

The  EPA  Valley  model  indicates  that  the  highest  SO.  concentration  would 
occur  on  Sand  Mountain,  located  near  the  proposed  Warner  Valley  powerplant. 
Class  II  incremental  standards  would  be  exceeded  there.  However,  no  Class  II 
violations  would  occur  at  any  locations  within  the  Dixie  National  Forest. 

Response  132-11 

Areas  surrounding  the  immediate  impact  areas  would  share  some  of  the 
impacts  of  increased  population  demands.  This  would  be  especially  true  of 
recreational  areas  which  could  expect  increases  in  user  rates. 

Response  132-12 

Goade  (1980)  has  discussed  the  impacts  of  surface  mining  on  springs  in 
the  Alton  area.  This  report  is  summarized  in  the  Ground  Water  Pumping  for 
Coal  Slurry  sections,  Water  Resources  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in  the 
final  EIS. 

Response  132-13 

Refer  to  Response  132-11  for  a  discussion  on  this  topic. 

Response  132-14 

Refer  to  Response  132-11  concerning  your  concent. 
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t  Alternative  4  -  Would  not  Impact  the  Dixie  National 
not  clear  how  St.  George  would  receive  electricity 
Plant  as  stated  in  paragraph  3,  page  S-15. 


Additionally,  spring  flows  would  take  longer  to  be  affected  due  to 
slower  mining. 

It  needs  to  be  made  clear  in  this  alternative  whether  or  not  the 
IPP  230  kv  line  to  St.  George  would  be  needed. 


Forest,  but  it  is 
from  the  Harry  Allen 
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Alternatives  5  &  6  -  Would  not  affect  the  Dixie  National  Forest. 

There  may  be  some  question  as  to  the  need  for  the  Warner  Valley  power 
plant  because  the  EIS  for  the  Intcrmountain  Power  Project  discussed  a 
proposal  to  provide  electric  service  to  St.  George  with  a  230  KV  transmission 
line  across  the  Dixie  National  Forest.   If  the  IPP  proposal  Is  still 
viable  and  it  will  supply  the  needed  power  to  the  St.  George  area, 
another  power  plant  Is  not  needed.   The  environmental  impacts  of  a 
_ transmission  line  would  be  much  less  than  500  or  250  MW  power  plant. 

Sincerely, 

RICHARD   K.    GRISV0LD 

Director 

Planning  and  Budget 


Response  132-15 

Clarification  of  the  matter  is  included  in  the  Interrelated  Projects 
section  of  Chapter  1,  and  in  the  discussion  of  Alternative  6  (No  Action)  in 
Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS.  A  line  would  be  needed  into  the  area  to  service 
IPP  members,  of  which  St.  George  is  not  included. 

Response  132-16 

The  Summary  in  the  draft  EIS  was  incorrect.  St.  George  would  not  par- 
ticipate in  the  Harry  Allen  powerplant  represented  in  Alternative  4.  This 
correction  is  included  in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  your  comment. 

Response  132-17 

Your  comments  concerning  the  need  for  power  are  addressed  in  Response 
132-15. 
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3     Applicant  1  dorunvm  hjK  Iven  du-v 
~      Ccdifiat  l>v  UV  f«'v.""ii.i  L-ody  » 

S    That  lcant  a"d  [he  aw**"' 


i  C-ico'd'  A-5b  : 


an    p.yofsej  jm  ai:jc'cd 

HI  Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 

«>  Region  IV  Clearinghouse  (Dist.    IV) 


Tvpncl  name  and  HI 


b.   Siy^aiure 


,  » 


i  24.    Agoncv  nam 


|  2G.    O.g.inJ/ 


27.   Adminimatiw  oH.ca 


I  28.    F^jfi.'i  wpliCWMM 
identification 


SI* 


I  30.    Federal  9'a"' 
identification 


31.    Action  Uken 
*     Qa.    AwW*H* 

□b.    Reacted 
Qc.     RiMurn.'d  (o 
amendment 

Qd     Oflcrrcd 
13' ■    Wittnirawn 


.00      33.    Action  data 


b.    Applicant 


d.  Local 

e.  Other 


.00    I  35.   Contact  lo»  additional  information 

__  i       f Seme *mt  ttkphttn  iw>*tfwi 


?J 


37.    R«markiaddrd 


In  l.ikinn  .llviv  .ictton.  j.n   .i»ii'in,>.MS  r^o'ivi'ri  I'Om  Pf« 

ot  Poit  1 .  0MB  Cnculdt  A-di>,  it  Hji  b«en  or  n  Iwmo  n«d«. 


L»     F.-tl-jl  Aq- 


,    A  95  Of- .-Jt 


5iJiHjj.fl  Form4;J  P..J0  1   IlOrSI 


W*""*"  l-Orm  I  O  UO  LfcmpittM  0y  H»vi*wifxj  Agency 


TO: 


,^tau  Application  Identifier  (SAO 


TO: 


■^It  Application  Wemi!*r  ISAII 


o 

Ul 


Mr.  Conrad  Schavez,  Supervisor 

Planning  Division 

Arizona  Dept.  of  Public  Safety 

2310  N.  20th  Ave. 

Phoenix,  Arizona  85009 


FROM:  Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 

1700  West  Washington  Street,  Room  505 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85007 


July  IB,    1980      s.;,,.azm..80-80-0Q4j| 
Game   &  Fish  Parks 

/  Transportation  OEPAD- 

AS-    *■  Hort.  p.   Bergthc 

•    Public  Safety 

Center  for  Pub.    Affairs        Region  IV 

Renewable  Nat.    Res. 

Az.    Nat.   Heritage  Prog. 

Oil  &  Gas  Cons.    Comm. 

Bu.    of  Gology  &  Min.    Tech. 

Power 

Health 

Water 

AORCC 

This  project  is  referred  to  you  for  review  and  comment.  Please  evaluate  as 
™  following  questions.  After  completion,  return  THIS  FORM  AND  ONE 
XEROX  COPY  to  the  Clearinghouse  no  later  than  17  WORKING  DAYS  from 
the  date  noted  above.  Please  contact  the  Clearinghouse  at  255-5004  if  you 
need  further  information  or  additional  time  for  review. 

□  No  com™,  on  m  Br&iect  ^  Proposa|  k  ^  3s  wrinen  QCommen,s  as  jrxJic3ted  below 

1  I.  project  consistent  „i,h  your  agency  goals  and  cbjectivesQ  Yes  D  No  D  Not  Relative  ,0  this  agency 

2.  Doe,  project  contnbute  to  statewide  and/or  areaw.de  goals  and  objectives  of  which  you  are  familiar'D  Yes  Q  No 

3.  I,  there  overlap  or  duplicate  „,,h  other  state  agency  or  local  responsibilities  and/or  goals  and  objectivesrO  Yes  □  No 

4.  W,.l  pr01ec  have  an  adverse  effect  on  existing  programs  wrtn  vour  agency  or  Wllhin  projec,  impac,  area?Q  Yes  QNo 

5.  Does  project  violate  any  rules  or  regulations  of  your  agency?  Q  Yes     Q  No 

6  Does  object  adequately  address  the  intended  effects  on  target  population?  Q  Yes     Q  No 

7  Is  proiect  m  accord  w„h  „,s,,n,  atwKraMe  laws,  rules  or  regulations  with  wh.ch  you  are  familiar'  □  Yes  Q  No 
Add.,  cnal  Commems  I  Use  o.ick  of  sheet.  .1  necessary) 


Joe   F.    Fa  1 1 i n i ,    Commissioner 
State   la-id    Department 
I62l(   West   Adams,    4th    fl. 
Phoenix,   AZ     85007 
ATTH  Jeff  Yaeger 


IX" 


FROM:   Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 

1 700  West  Washington  Street,  Room  505 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85007 


July  18,    1980      s.,..AZNo  flO-SQ-Qfl/fA 
Game   h  Fish  Parks 

Transportation  OEPAD- 

Ag.    &  Hort.  p.    Berg:-. 

Public  Safety 

Center  for  Pub.    Affairs        Region  IV 
Renewable  Nat.    Res. 
Az.    Nat.    Heritage  Prog. 
Oil  &r  Gas  Cons.    Comm. 
Bu.    of  Gology  &  Min.    Tech. 
Power 
Health 
Water 
AORCC 

This  project  is  referred  to  you  for  review  and  comment.  Please  evaluate  as 
to  the  following  questions.  After  completion,  return  THIS  FORM  AND  ONE 
XEROX  COPY  to  the  Clearinghouse  no  laterthan  17  WORKING  DAYS  from 
the  date  noted  above.  Please  contact  the  Clearinghouse  at  255-5004  if  you 
need  further  information  or  additional  time  for  review. 

^No  comment  on  this  project  □  Propose,  is  supported  as  written     "    ~       □comments  as  ideated  be,c~ 

1 .  Is  pro,ect  consistent  with  your  agency  goals  and  objectivesO  Yes  □  No  □  Not  Relative  to  this  agency 

\ 

2.  Ooes  project  contribute  to  statewide  and/or  areawide  goals  and  objectives  of  which  you  are  taWKarfQ  Yes  □  -Jo 


3.        Is  there  overlap  or  duplication  with  other  state  agency  or  local 


responsibilities  andfor  goals  and  objectives'!!]  Yes  C]  No 


4.  Will  projec,  have  an  adverse  effect  on  existing  programs  with  your  agency  or  within  project  impact  area^Ye,  Q  No 

5.  Does  project  violate  any  rules  or  regulations  of  your  agency?  □  Yes     □  No 

6.  Does  project  adequately  address  the  intended  effects  on  target  population'  Q  Yes      Q  No 

7.  Is  proiect  in  accord  with  existm,  applicable  laws,  rules  or  regulations  with  wh.ch  you  are  farml*,?}  J  Yes  Q  No 
Additional  Comments  I  Use  back  ol  sheet,  if  necessary!: 


<r«ers  S  arnturs  <£%Q     f^^jHr^T 


Date       L/u^l    WQ 

{/        /  '  ~ 

Telephone   r-2/6%  -JT?Jj 


Reviewers  Signature 
Tme 


Q4- 


■=)A 


il2ik 


I' 


i^mmini  rorm  I  0  0»  Ujrnpititd  Dy  H»vi*wirtg  Aqsncv 


4> 
o 


TO'. 


W.    E.    Allen 

Oil  C  Gas  Conservation  Co™. 
16U5  W.  Jefferson,  Suite  t20 
Phoenix,    AZ        85007 


FROM:   Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 

1700  West  Washington  Street,  Room  505 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85007 


Stain  Application  Identifier  [SAII 

July  18,    1980       st,t»AZNO.fl0-8Q-QQ44 
Game   h  Fish  Parks 

Transportation  OEPAJD- 

Ag.    &  Hort. 
Public  Safety 
Center  for  Pub.    Affairs 
Renewable  Nat.    Res. 
Az.    Nat,    Heritage  Prog. 
Oil  &t  Gas  Cons.    Comrn. 
Bu.    of  Gology  &  Min.   Tech 
Power 


P.    Bergtht 
Region  IV 


Health 
Water 
AORCC 
Land 
Thi:  project  is  referred  to  you  for  review  mid  Comment.  Fiease  evaluate  as 
to  the  following  questions.  After  completion,  return  THIS  FORM  AND  ONE 
XEROX  COPY  to  the  Clearinghouse  no  later  than  17  WORKING  DAYS  from 
the  date  noted  above.  Please  contact  the  Clearinghouse  at  255-5004  if  you 
need  further  information  or  additional  time  for  review. 


RECEIVED 

JUL  2  1 1960 
otG  cons,  com 


I     I  Proposal  is  supported  as  written 


[     [Comments  as  indicated  below 


r-/ 

I  (|f«o  comment  on  this  project 

1 .  Is  project  consistent  with  your  agency  goals  and  object ivesJl     I  Yes  [_J  No  [_J  Not  Relative  to  this  agency 

2.  Does  project  contribute  to  natew.de  and/or  areawide  goals  and  objectives  of  which  you  are  f3miliar?LJ  Yes  I  „l  No 


3.  Is  there  overlap  or  duplication  wtth  other  state  agency  or  local  responsibilities  and/or  goafs  and  objectives?i_jYe3  LJ  No 

4.  WiH  project  have  an  adverse  effect  on  existing  programs  with  your  agency  or  within  project  impact  areaP^JYes  ^J  No 

5  Does  project  violate  any  rules  or  regulations  of  your  agency?  LJ  Yes      [_J  No 

6  Does  project  adequately  address  the  intended  effects  on  target  population?  LJ  Yes      [J  No 

7  Is  prefect  in  accord  with  existing  applicable  laws,  rules  or  regulations  with  which  you  are  familiar?  LJ  Yes  Q  No 
AcoilonaJ  Commenis  (Use  Dack  of  sheet,  it  necessary I 


TO: 


Mr.   James  R.    Carter,    Director 
Agriculture   &   Horticulture   Dept. 
421   Capitol  Annex  West 
Phoenkc,  Arizona     85007 


FROM:  Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 

1700  West  Washington  Street,  Room  505 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85007 


St»W  Application  ld«rt<i?i«r  ISAlJ 

July  18,    1980      sa..AZ  no.  3  0-8  0-00  44 
Game   &  Fish  Parks 

S         Transportation  OEPAD- 

Ag.    &   Hort.  P.    Berft 

Public  Safety- 
Center  for  Pub.    Affairs        Region  IV 
Renewable  Nat,    Res. 
Az.   Nat.   Heritage  Prog. 
Oil  &  Gas  Cons.    Comm. 
Bu.    of  Gology  Ri  Min.    Tech. 
Power 


Health 
Water 
AORCC 
Land 
This  project  is  referred  to  you  for  review  and  comment.  Please  evaluate  as 
to  the  following  questions.  After  completion,  return  THIS  FORM  AND  ONE 
XEROX  COPY  to  the  Clearinghouse  no  later  than  17  WORKING  DAYS  from 
the  date  noted  above.  Please  contact  the  Clearinghouse  at  255-5004  if  you 
need  further  information  or  additional  time  for  review. 


^^ 


1$p 


> 


jNo  comment  on  this  project  ^J  Proposal  is  supported  as  written  Q  Comments  **  indicated  beiow 

1 .  Is  project  consistent  with  your  agency  goals  and  objectives?LJ  Yes  LJ  No  LJ  Not  Relative  to  this  agency 

2.  Does  project  contribute  to  statewvde  and/or  areawide  goals  and  objectives  of  which  you  are  f3m>liar?LJY«  LJ  **0 

3.  Is  there  overlap  or  duplication  with  other  state  agency  or  local  responsibilities  and/or  goals  and  objectivesi'LJves  LJ  No 
A.        Will  project  have  an  adverse  effect  on  existing  programs  with  your  agency  or  within  project  impact  area'QYes  1    \^o 

5.  Does  project  violate  any  rules  or  regulations  of  your  agency?  LJ  Yes      LJ  No 

6.  Does  project  adequately  address  the  intended  effects  on  target  population?  LJ  Y«      LJ  No 

7.  Is  project  in  accord  with  existing  applicable  laws,  rules  or  regulations  with  which  you  are  familiar'  LJ  Yes  i    }  No 
Additional  Comments  (Use  back  of  sheet,  if  necessary). 


Pev-ewers  S.gnatur 


.m&m 


ZtcC.    3  eel/. 


7.  at- fa 


Reviewers  Signature 

Tim /t".lA-f.r  t£i- 


7-Jlf-  to 


Te'epfo^e       J_j_  ' 


Common!  Form  To  Bo  Compltitcl  bv  RtvKwmj  Agency 


Comment  Form  To  8«  Compltitd  bv  flewiewing  Agffncy 


TO 


Mr.    Les  Ormsby,   Admin. 
Arizona  Power  Authority 
1810  Went  Adams  Street 
Phoenix,   Arizona    8500E. 


FROM:  Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 

1 700  West  Washington  Street,  Room  505 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85007 


P.  Bergthol- 
Region  IV 


SUM  Application  Identifier  ISAII 

July  18,    1980      sm.AZNo.flO~80-QQ44 

Game  St  Fish  Parks 

Transportation  OEPAD- 

Ag.    U  Hort. 

Public  Safety 

Center  for  Pub.    Affairs 

Renewable  Nat.   Res. 

Az.   Nat.  Heritage  Prog. 

Oil  &  Cas  Cons.    Comm. 

Bu.    of  Gology  St  Min.   Tech. 

Power 

Health 

Water 

AORCC 

Land 
This  project  is  referred  to  you  for  review  and  comment.  Please  evaluate  as 
to  the  following  questions.  After  completion,  return  THIS  FORM  AND  ONE 
XEROX  COPY  to  the  Clearinghouse  no  later  than  17  WORKING  DAYS  from 
the  date  noted  above.  Please  contact  the  Clearinghouse  at  255-5004  if  you 
need  further  information  or  additional  time  for  review. 

0No  comment  oo  this  project                     [~1  Proposal  is  supported  as  written  |~|  Comments  as  indicated  below 

O  1.        Is  project  consistent  with  your  agency  aoals  and  obj«:tives?LJ  Yes  I I  No  l_|  Not  Relative  to  this  aflency 


2.       Does  project  contribute  to  statewide 


and/or  areawide  goals  and  objectives  of  which  you  are  familiar?! |  Yes  I I  No 


TO: 


Mr.  James  Ayros,  SHPO 
Az.  State  Parks  Board 
1688  West  Adams,  Room  109 
Phoenix,  AZ   85007 


Utt 'Application  ld*nt.!»,  (SAD 

.uiiy  is,  1980    s.«t.AZNo  fl0-Q0-QQ44 

Came    &   Fish  Parks 

Transportation  OFPAO- 

P.    Ber^  - 


FROM:  Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 

1700  West  Washington  Street,  Room  505 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85007 


Is  there  overlap  of  duplication  with  other  state  agency  or  local  responsibilities  and/or  goals  and  objectives?! — |y«  LJ  No 


Ag.    i   Hort. 

Public  Safety 

Center  for  Pub.    Affairs        Region  IV 

Renewable  Nat.    Res. 

Az.    Nat.    Heritage  Prog. 

Oil   &  Gas   Cons.    Comm. 

Bu.    of  Gology   k   Min.    Tech. 

Power 

Health 

Water 

AORCC 

Land 
This  project  is  referred  to  you  for  review  and  comment.  Please  evaluate  as 
to  the  following  questions.  After  completion,  return  THIS  FORM  AND  ONE 
XEROX  COPY  to  the  Clearinghouse  no  later  than  17  WORKING  DAYS  from 
the  date  noted  above.  Please  contact  the  Clearinghouse  at  255-5004  if  you 
need  further  information  or  additional  time  for  review. 

[    | No  comment  on  this  project  RJ  Proposal  is  supported  as  written  rjComr-ents  as  ind  c**ed  ce'ovv 

1 .  Is  project  consistent  with  your  agency  goals  and  objectives^  ,  I  Yes  \ J  No  | ]  Not  Relative  w.o  tr-is  agency 

2.  Does  project  contribute  to  statewide  and /or  areawide  goals  and  objectives  of  which  yoj  are  rai~i  a'1! |  y°,  [ )  '. 


3.         Is  there  overlap  or  duplication  with  other  state  agency  or  local  responsibilities  and/or  goais  ana  oCie-'.A^LJ  v**   LJ  ' 


4  Will  project  nave  an  adverse  effect  on  existing  programs  with  your  agency  or  within  project  impact  area?LjYes  LJ|sto 

5  Does  project  violate  any  rules  or  regulations  of  your  agency?  [ |  Yes      | J  No 

6.  Oo«  project  adequately  address  the  intended  effects  on  target  population?  LJ  Yes      LJ  No 

7.  is  project  in  accord  with  existing  applicable  laws,  rules  or  regulations  with  which  you  are  familiar?  | |  Yes  LJ  No 

Additional  Comments  lUse  back  of  sheet,  if  necessary): 


4.  Will  project  have  an  adverse  effect  on  existing  programs  with  your  agency  or  withm  prcjeci  .moac:  a'^'[_J  ves   LJ'*0 

5.  Does  project  violate  any  rules  or  regulations  of  your  agency'  [ j  Yes      LJ  No 

6.  Does  project  adequately  address  the  intended  effects  on  target  population'  LJ  Yes      1,  J  V:o 

7.  Is  project  in  accord  with  existmq  applicable  laws,  rules  or  regulations  with  which  you  are  tdp^iiar' 1_J  ves  1     I  No 
Additional  Comments  [Use  back  of  sheet,  if  necessary) 


Rev-ewers  S<onature_ 
T.t'e 


i>&& 


7 

Telephone^ 


/i?yr$ 


Tiiie       State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 


Reviewers  S>gnaiure_ 


2?    July    ISgQ 


t>.«— .-.    255-417-: 


TO: 


St*l«  Application  Identifitr  (SAD 


4> 

o 


Dr.   Janes   Becker 
Center   for  Public  Affairs 
Arizona   State   University 
lempe,   Arizona     85281 


July  18,    1980      s,a„A2N°.fl0-80-0Q44 


Parks 
OEPAD- 

P.   Bergthol 

Region  IV 


FROM:  Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 

1700  West  Washington  Street,  Room  505 
Phoenix,  Arizona  35007 


Game    &    Fish 

Transportation 

Ag.    &  Hort. 

Public  Safety 

Center  for  Pub.    Affairs 

Renewable  Nat.    Res. 

Az.   Nat.   Heritage  Prog. 

Oil  _&r  Gas  Cons.    Comm. 

Bu.    of  Gology  8<  Min.   Tech. 

Power 

Health 

Water 

AORCC 

Land 
This  project  is  referred  to  you  for  review  and  comment.  Please  evaluate  as 
to  the  following  questions.  After  completion,  return  THIS  FORM  AND  ONE 
XEROX  COPY  to  the  Clearinghouse  no  later  than  17  WORKING  DAYS  from 
the  date  noted  above.  Please  contact  the  Clearinghouse  at  255-5004  if  you 
need  further  information  or  additional  time  for  review, 

I     I  "0  comment  on  this  project  [_}  Proposal  is  supported  as  written  XXxED  Comments  as  indicated  below 

1  Is  project  consistent  with  your  agency  goals  and  objectives£j  Yes  Lj  No  Lj  Not  Relative  to  this  agency 

2  Does  project  contribute  to  statewide  and /or  areawide  goals  and  objectives  of  which  you  are  familiar?LjYes  Lj  No 

3  Is  mere  overlap  or  duplication  with  other  stale  agency  or  local  responsibilities  and/or  goals  and  objectives?L)  Yes  Lj  No 

4.  'AMI  project  have  an  adverse  effect  on  existing  programs  with  your  agency  or  within  project  impact  area'fj  Yes  I~1no 

5.  Does  project  violate  any  rules  or  regulalions  of  your  agency?  Lj  Yes     I     I  No 

6         Does  project  adequatelv  address  The  mended  effects  on  target  population?  LJ  Yes      Qj  No 


[ 


There  is  no  discussion  of  a  basis  for  the  prospective  assumption  that  the 
public  has  an  obligation  to  accomodate  and  provide  all  facilitation  for 
occupancy  at  each ,  any,  and  every  site:  sites  not  habitable,  e.g.  for  lack 
of  energy,  might  approach  their  situation  without  subsidy. 


Arizona  State  Clearinghouse,  Phoenix,  Arizona 

Response  133-1 

The  Nevada  Public  Services  Commission  and  CPUC  were  contacted  to  assess 
the  need  for  energy  in  their  respective  participating  utilities'  service 
areas,  and  an  independent  assessment  was  used  by  BLM  for  the  city  of  St. 
George.  The  discussion  on  energy  demand  is  expanded  in  the  Existing  and 
Projected  Electrical  Energy  Demands  section  of  Chapter  3  in  the  final  EIS  to 
reflect  your  comment. 

Concerning  the  "justification  for  the  environmental  impacts"  including 
socioeconomics,  the  intent  is  not  to  justify  the  iepacts  of  a  proposed  action 
or  alternatives,  but  to  assess  then. 


fetM. 

curren 
use). 

the   er. 


i^T-t   n  acccd  with  existing  applicable  laws,  rules  or  regulations  with  which  you  are  familiar?  LJ  Yes  LJ   No 

This  brief  statement  reflectG  a  fine  effort,, 
including  aggregation  of  the  several  relevant 
cnal  Co-.™,,  .use  back  of  sheet.  ,f  necessary):   federal  actions'  impacts;  the  appraisal  of 

._vears  energy  conservation  accomplishments  and  potentials; (not  displayed  for  water 
The  statement  is  not  clear  if  the  typical  energy  demand  formula  that  provides  over- 

te  was  used,  or,  if  an  updated  formula  is  used.   No  justification  is  provided  for 
ironmental  impacts,  power  losses,  and  costs  of  the  extensive  transmission  lines.  OVER 


t  ewers  s  3"*-** .'« 


-A 


Dale 


Aug  2,  190O 


f-rof.  Center  for  Public  Affairs 


965-107J 


TO 


frank   G.    Servin,    Exec.    Dir. 
District    IV   Council   of  Gov'ts. 
1020  Fourth  Ave.,    Suite  201 
Yuma,  AZ     85364 


FROM:  Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 

1700  West  Washington  Street,  Room  505 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85007 


Sum  Application  Identifier  (SAD 

July  18,    1980      s»t.AZNo.80-80-0Q44 
Game  &  Fish  Parks 

Transportation  OEPAD- 

Ag.    &  Hort.  P.   Bergthol 

Public  Safety 

Center  for  Pub.    Aifairs        Region  IV 
Renewable  Nat.    Res. 
Az.   Nat.   Heritage  Prog. 
Oil  8*  Gas  Cons.    Comm. 
Bu.   of  Gology  &  Min.   Tech. 
Power 
Health 
Water 
AORCC 
Land 

This  project  is  referred  to  you  for  review  and  comment.  Please  evaluate  as 

to  the  following  questions.  After  completion,  return  THIS  FORM  AND  ONE 

XEROX  COPY  to  the  Clearinghouse  no  later  than  17  WORKING  PAYS  from 

the  dale  noted  above.  Please  contact  the  Clearinghouse  at  255-5004  tf  you 

need  further  information  or  additional  time  for  review. 

4\J No  comment  on  this  project                     LJ  Proposal  is  supported  as  written  |    | Comments  as  indicated  below 

O  1 ,        Is  project  consistent  with  your  agency  goals  and  objectives^ ]  Yes  | |  No  |_  I  Not  Relative  to  this  agency 

2.       Does  project  contribute  to  statewide  and/or  areawide  goals  and  objectives  of  which  you  are  familiar?! I  Yes  I I  No 


TO: 


Art   Auerbach,    Supervisor 
Socio  Economic  Analysis  Section 
Dept.   of  Transportation 
206   S.    17th  Ave.,   Km.    310  B 
Phoenix,   Arizona     85007 


FROM:  Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 

1700  West  Washington  Street,  Room  505 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85007 


t»at»  Application  Idmtifwr  (SAD 

July  18,    1980      sw.«N..flO-80-Q044 
Game  8t  Fish  Parks 

Transportation  OEPAD- 

Ag.    «i  Hort.  P.    Bergth 

Public  Safety 

Center  for  Pub.   Affairs       Region  IV 
Renewable  Nat.    Res. 
Az.  Nat.  Heritage  Prog. 
Oil  &r  Gas  Cons.    Comm. 
Bu.    of  Gology  h  Min.    Tech. 
Power 


Health 
Water 
AORCC 
Land 

This  project  is  referred  to  you  for  review  and  comment.  Please  evaluate  as 
to  the  following  questions.  After  completion,  return  THIS  FORM  AND  ONE 
XEROX  COPY  to  the  Clearinghouse  no  later  than  17  WORKING  DAYS  from 
the  date  noted  above.  Please  contact  the  Clearinghouse  at  255-5004  if  you 
need  further  information  or  additional  time  for  review. 


Mount) 

SOCIOECONOMIC  ANALYSIS 


P^No  comment  on  this  project  [_J  Proposal  is  supported  as  wrirten  ^Comments  as  indicated  befow 

1 .  Is  project  consistent  with  your  agency  goals  and  objectives  is.  J  Yes  |_J  No  [_J  Not  RoUtrve  to  this  agency 

2.  Does  project  contribute  to  statewide  and/or  areawide  goals  and  objectives  of  which  you  are  familar?!     lYes  I    J  No 


I*  there  overlap  or  duplication  with  other  state  agency  or  local  responsibilities  and/or  goals  and  objectives?! 


DYes  □  I 


3.        Is  there  overlap  or  duplication  with  other  state  agency  or  local  responsibilities  and/or  goals  and  abjectives?[_jYes  LJ  No 


A         Witt  project  have  an  adverse  effect  on  existing  programs  with  your  agency  or  within  project  impact  area?L  jVes  LJNo 


4.        Will  project  have  an  adverse  effect  on  existing  programs  with  your  agency  or  within  project  impact  area?! JYes  (f  No 


5  Does  project  violate  any  rules  or  regulations  of  your  agency*  l_J  Yes     i_J  No 

6  Does  project  adequately  address  the  intended  effects  on  targej  population?  LJ  Yes     \,  J  No 


5.  Does  project  violate  any  rules  or  regulations  o*  your  agency?  LJ  Yes     Q  No 

6.  Does  project  adequately  address  tha  intended  effects  on  target  population?  [_J  Yes     LJ  No 


7         Is  project  m  accord  with  existing  applicable  laws,  rules  or  regulations  with  which  you  are  familiar?  [_J  Yes  |_J  No 
AdOit'Onal  Comments  (Use  Pack  of  sheet,  if  necessary! 


7.       Is  protect  in  accord  with  existing  applicable  laws,  rules  or  regulations  with  which  you  are  familiar?  LJ  Yes  Q  No 
Additional  Comments  (Use  back  of  sheet,  if  necessary): 
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State  Application  identif 


P.    Bergthol 
Region  IV 


July    18,     1980         StattAZNo   80-8  Q~  QQ  44 

Came    &    Fish  Parks 

Transportation  OEPAD- 

Ag.    &   Hort. 

Public  Safety 

Center  for  Pub.    Affairs 

Renewable  Nat.    Res. 

Az.    Nat.   Heritage  Prog. 

Oil  &  Gas  Cons.    Comm. 

Bu.    of  Gology  &  Min.    Tech. 

Power 

Health 

Water 

AORCC 

Land 
This  project  is  referred  to  you  for  review  and  comment.  Please  evaluate  as 
to  the  following  ^L-srions.  After  completion,  return  THIS  FORM  AND  ONE 
XEROX  COPY  to  lh?  Clearinghouse  no  later  than  17  WORKING  DAYS  from 
the  date  noted  3bove.  Please  contact  the  Clearinghouse  at  255-5004  if  you 
need  further  information  or  additional  time  for  review. 
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Rural 

L:*;<"ficimon 
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Mr.    Terry    B.    Johnson 
Arizona  Natural   Heritage  Frogra 
30  North  Tucson   Boulevard 
Tucson,    Arizona      85716 


FROM:   Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 

1700  West  Washington  Street,  Room  505 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85007 


Rj  *Jo  common!  on  this  project  I     I  Proposal  is  supported  as  written 


LJ Comments  as  indicated  below 


4>.         1  Is  project  consistent  with  you'  agency  goals  and  objectives!     I  Yes  l_J  No  L_J  Mot  Relative  to  this  agency 

o 

00 

2.        Does  project  contribute  to  statewide  and/or  areawide  goals  and  objectives  of  which  you  are  familiar'LJ  Yes  LJ  I 


3  Is  there  overlap  or  duplication  with  other  state  agency  or  local  responsibilities  and/or  goals  and  objectives?LJ  Yes  L.J  No 

4  Will  project  have  an  adverse  effect  on  existing  programs  with  your  agency  or  within  project  impact  area?|__J  Yes   L  J  ^° 

5  Dees  proiect  violate  any  rules  or  regulations  of  your  agency'  { |  Yes      LJ  ^o 

f  Does  project  adequately  address  the  intended  effects  on  target  population?  \^\  Yes      j.  J  No 


DC 
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SUBJECT:     *U»lH»W«  *■»•»  «•"»  3y""m 

Cnnrcoot*   en   li'r-IJ' 


5070 


10-      Mr.  Tov  The-opson 

Eurrju  ol:  tJrtJ  KtiWteMtlt 
Ovpatutcnt  of  Inttrlo* 
llain  Int»rif«  Biding  -  (» 
Uashinftton,  D.C,      Z0Z40 

V?r  .cor  re,»i(t.    tho  tart   ««»«""'£ j,^ SI AUeU«n«r  <*»*» 

K.„,Y  Sv*t«i.      Our  present  eJOBWU    »'*  U„4lu  develop    ti»*  »EI3   tW« 

coBffiont  on  that  document. 


Our  create  ou  tho  UBI3  «e  ttt**«4. 


JOSWtt  B.  HINDER 
Director 

Knvitfoisncista).  »n.ci  Enainy 
Bcquiresentt  Division 

Attacbo«ttS 


7         Is  project  m  accord  with  existing  applicable  laws,  rules  or  regulations  with  which  you  are  familiar?  \    J  Yes  J.J  No 


AjWit'Ooal  Comments  [Use  bach  ol  sheet,  if  necessary) 


P»r»»t*t  S'gnat  ;r»        / 
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"pp.  4-147 


"pp.  4-U5  to  4-US 
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3£E32'<£  SEE  S^V*"*- 

Cew<a?tfea  b»i  w  of  little  «--;tl;'^.on  ocear). 
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,-<•   I*  min  Casts liafliou  and  California 
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liaheU  fust. 
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2-40  to  2-51:  tt.  •*••«■  of  *"«»"*«  iUellnooo "«  U-  W«««  ^U/ 
licit  of  tola  option. 


Rural  Electrification  Administration.  Washington.  D.C. 

Response  134-1 

The  discussion  concerning  the  environmental  impacts  that  would  occur 
with  the  implementation  of  Alternative  5  is  expanded  to  reflect  your  comment 
in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  E1S. 

Response  134-2 

According  to  CEQ  regulation  1502.22(b):  "If  the  information  relevant  to 
adverse  impacts  is  essential  to.  a  reasoned  choice  among  alternatives  and  is 
not  known  and  the  overall  costs  of  obtaining  it  are  exhorbitant,  .  .  .  the 
agency  shall  weight  the  need  for  the  action  against  the  risk  and  severity  of 
possible  adverse  impacts  were  the  action  to  proceed  in  the  face  of  uncer- 
tainty." Also  refer  to  preceding  response. 

Response  134-3 

The  environmental  impact  section  under  Alternative  5  is  expanded  to 
reflect  your  concern  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 

Response  134-4 

The  assumption  of  a  proportional  relationship  between  energy  consumption 
and  energy  peak  usage  is  used  for  analytical  purposes  only.  The  actual 
relationship  may  vary  depending  on  energy  systems,  climate,  etc. 

Response  134-5 

The  incorporation  of  the  alternative  screening  matrix  in  the  selection 
of  reasonable  alternatives  was  used  as  a  scoping  tool  in  order  to  avoid  the 
rigorous  analysis  of  numerous  alternatives.  The  actual  screening  was  accom- 
plished by  those  persons  working  on  the  project  who  briefly  researched  these 
46  alternatives,  with  input  from  the  applicants,  other  Federal  agencies, 
private  individuals  and  organizations,  and  with  the  consultation  of  existing 
published  information  and  reports. 

Response  134-6 

In  the  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  the  implementation  of  Alternative  5, 
it  was  assumed  that  the  provisions  in  the  alternative  would  be  fully  imple- 
mented. The  impact  section  is  expanded  to  reflect  your  concern  in  the  Alter- 
native 5  discussion  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 


I".   M     Kniphi 

P.  O.  H»k   2i'52 
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September   12,1980 
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Kr  Vcrgar.  .:er.s°n,   Dlst  l*gr 
Eureau  of  Land  Management 
P  0  Box  72'4, 
Cedar  City,  Utah  94720 


Re  Allen  Warner  Valley  Energy 
System  Transmission  Lines 


O 


Gentlemen: 

This    letter    Is    In    reference    to   the    portion   of   subject   System 
which    13    In    the   Victor   Valley    of   California. 
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xpects  to  leave  an  approximately  2000  foot  wide 
en  their  proposed  r.ew  facilities  and  the  exlst'.nr 
V.'ater  and  Power  llr.es,  which  would  then  te    U- 
'.sor..      This  would  create  a  "no-rean '  s-land"  thro:/:' 
les  o"  very  desiratle  residential  Ia:;d  Lh  a   as- •• 
undergoing  rapid  growth  as  more  and  more  far:iil  tcs 
scenic  beauty  and  fine  climate  of  the  area.   71-;-- 
e  new  Edison  Corridor  with  the  "no-mar.s-land" 
n  an  unnecessary  and  undesirable  damaging  of 
s  in  the  area. 

The  Edison  route  would  require  the  acquisition  of  right-of-way 
through  an  area  which  has  been  and  Is  being  subdivided  at  a 
fast  rate  because  of  it's  superior  residential  properties.   The 
cost  of  the  right-of-way  would  be  much  more  expensive  to  the 
project  than  the  alternative  routes.  There  are  many  permanent 
residents  and  a  much  larger  number  of  weekend  users  of  the  area. 
The  lr.pact  on  alt  of  these  people  would  be  severe.   This  can  all 
be  eliminated  by  the  choice  of  one  of  the  alternate  routes 
referred  to  below. 

I  would  like  to  propose  that  the  project  be  built  on  one  of  the 
alternate  routes,  nanelyt.'o  1  or  !>'o  7  as  shown  on  Fig.  6.13,  pag'- 
VI-12  of  the  CPliC  Draft  Env.ironr.ental  Impact  Report  Dated 
July  31,1980.   Theother  routes  are  definitely  less  desirable. 
The  choice  of  one  of  these  routes  will  be  appreciated  by  hundreds 
of  people  In  the  Victor  Valley 


Very  truly  yours 


7-X 


F.H.  Knight,  Hesperia,  Caifornia 

Response  135-1 

Your  concerns  have  been  addressed  previously  in  the  response  to  your 
comments  made  at  the  Victorville  hearing  (Victorville  Transcript  Response 
5-1). 
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C  J.  UAKC1  GARN 

UTAH 
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QlCwUeJ*  ,£>£a£es  Senate 


WASHINGTON,  O.C     »ll 


Mr.    Sfargan  Jensen 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.   Box  724 

Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 

RE:   Formal  Comments  on  Allen-lVarner  Valley  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Dear  Mr.  Jensen: 

I  wish  to  express  my  strong  support  for  the  Harry  Allen- -Warner  Valley 
Energy  System,  and  my  belief  that  it  is  of  vital  importance  to  Utahns.  I 
have  several  co^rr.ents  on  the  recent  Draft  Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment. 

Need  for  the  System 


There  are  several  inconsistencies  in  the  EIS  which  demand  correction. 
The  EIS  contains  direct  contradictions  on  the  subject  of  St.  George  and 
its  need  for  water  and  power  from  the  project. 

The  BLM  relied  on  a  seriously  flawed  study  by  Centaur  and  Associates, 
Inc.,  which  underestimates  population,  growth  rate,  and  current  and 
projected  water  and  power  usage  for  St.  George.  In  one  case,  Centaur 
projects  an  actual  decline  in  1980  power  usage,  while  the  city  records 
show  differently.  In  another  instance,  the  EIS  itself  refutes  Centaur's 
growth  rate  estijnates. 

Not  onlv  city  records  invalidate  the  Centaur  study,  but  also  the  work  of 
independent  consultants  such  as  Fox  and  Company,  Burns-McDonnell,  Inc., 
and  even  the  preliminary  1980  census  figures.  Such  differences  must  be 
resolved,  and  the  Centaur  study  discarded  for  more  current  and  accurate 
information. 

St.  George  is  one  of  the  fastest  growing  areas  in  the  state.  Its  power 
and  water  needs  are  also  growing,  and  it  is  highly  irresponsible  to 
surest  --as  the  EIS  does  --  that  its  water  needs  "are  met,"  and  no 
future  growth  will  alter  that  fact  (EIS,  P.  s4) .  It  is  also  unrealistic 
to  assume  the  city's  future  power  needs  will  be  satisfied  by  "better 
conservation,"  as  the  EIS  states,  or  by  a  contract  with  Utah  Power  and 
Light.  St.  George,  and  most  of  Washington  County,  is  dependent  on  the 
construction  of  the  Warner  Valley  power  generating  station  and  its 
reservoir,  and  I  am  convinced  that  there  is  a  well-documented  need  for 
it. 

Air  Quality 

I*  The  EIS  suggests  that  Class  I  violations  could  occur  in  Zion  National 


Mr.  Morgan  Jensen 
Page  Two 


Park  with  the  operation  of  the  Warner  Valley  plant.  I  am  familiar  with 
a  stud)'  by  North  American  heather  Consultants  (May,  19S0) ,  concluding 
that  emissions  from  the  generating  station  will  not  exceed  either  Class 
II  or  Class  I  PSD  increments  for  SO?.  This  tracer  study  appears  valid, 
and  I  will  seriously  question  any  EPA  review  with  a  contrasting  con- 
clusion. Again,  BUI  seems  to  have  readied  conclusions  in  the  face  of 
conflicting  facts. 

The  visibility  impairment  at  Zion  and  Bryce  National  Parks,  noted  in  the 
EIS,  seems  difficult  to  assess.  EPA  has  only  recently  published  its 
visibility  protection  regulations,  which  I  have  criticized  as  vague  and 
excessive.  I  do  not  feel  that  the  Clean  Air  Act  (as  amended,  1977) 
mandates  such  strict  protection  of  areas  outside  of  Class  I.  I  would 
support  the  statement  of  Utah  Governor  Scott  Matheson,  in  which  he 
promised  to  pursue  legal  remedies  if  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Project  is 
halted  by  these  poorly-designed  regulations. 

Alton  Coal  Mine  and  Slurry  Line 

I  have  met  witli  representatives  of  Utah  International,  Inc.  -  leaseholders 
in  the  Alton  area  -  and  am  convinced  of  the  viability  of  the  Alton 
project.  They  are  preparing  a  mine  plan  which  would  detail  their 
extensive  reclamation  procedures,  and  their  intention  to  minimize 
environmental  damage.  I  am  also  aware  of  their  commitment  to  careful 
use  of  the  water  supply,  and  their  promise  to  insure  adequate  water  for 
Kanab  City. 

The  mine  at  Alton  can  play  an  important  role  in  meeting  our  national 
goal  of  independence  from  foreign  oil  through  the  use  of  coal.   If  the 
Utah  State  Water  Engineer  determines  that  sufficient  water  exists,  I 
will  also  support  the  coal  slurry  pipeline  as  the  most  efficient  and 
environmentally-sound  transportation  mode. 

Sponsors  of  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  project  have  overcome  many  obstacles 
during  the  years  they  have  worked  for  its  completion.  There  are  several 
examples  of  cooperative  agreements  and  modifications  to  the  design, 
and  these  have  led  to  a  well-planned  project.  I  am  certain  that  with 
the  necessary  corrections  to  the  EIS,  and  a  continued  spirit  of 
cooperation,  we  can  work  to  make  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System 
a  reality. 


Sincerely, 


JG/lmh 


/vtaMuJ  i-Omfuri«i»l   or  contra. Ilition.i    in   CIS 
rju.'   1 


Population 

Centaur   report,    p. 1-9 
EIS,    p.    10-2.    table    1 


1980 
10,946 


1985 
12,   828 


1990 
14,394 


1995 
15,997 


2000  2020 

17.681  24.416 


11,200 

13,500  -   14,000 


City  ot  St.  Ceorge 
Preliminary  census 
Revised  approximation 

Fox  and  Co.  (WW 

consultant    for   city-    14,824  16,140 

(4100  water  users   X   3.5   persona   -    14,350   currently) 
(4100  dvelllngs  with   5-61  vacancy   rate  of  rest  of  state) 


Growth   Rate  Centaur,    p.    1-9    /   EIS,    p. 10-2 

City   of   St.    George 
£13,    p.    3-3 


using   2.031   growth   rate   and      2.22 

"■which  have  been   experiencing  higher   growth   rates   of    7   to   101 


Water  Needs 
EIS,    p.    s-4 


"Centaur   Associates,    Inc.    Indicate,   the  need   for  a  municipal  water   supply   to   serve   southern 
Utah   Communlcltes   h.i.   been   met   by   the   Snow   Canyon  Water   Project. 


City  or   St.    Ceorge:      City   needs    grew  by    12   cubic   feet   per  second   of  water   from  1967-1979,    a   growth   rat. 

°LLCCa„yon0addronSly7cur,c  JS'^.  second  of  water,  which  wlU  only   last   through 
6   more  years   of   growth   at   current   rate. 
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Water  supply  and  use  1977 

Centaur,  EIS,  p.  4-31 

City  records  of  use         9.072  mill/g/d 


1980 

4.926  million  gallons  per  day  projected 

11.1  million  gallons   used  on   7/29/80 

10.0  million   gallons   per   day   average 


Yet   Centaur  projects   on  p.    4-31   of   the   EIS   that 

the  city  will  require   10.987  million  gallons  per  day  for  the  year  2020   '. 


Existing  power   demand  1979 

Centaur,   EIS,   p.    3-33  32.5  MJ 

EIS,   p.    3-34 

Burns  Mcdonnel  Table  1 

City  of  St.  Ceorge       32.5  rW 


1980  1985 

30.2  MJ       35.4  m 


2000 

48.8  KW  peak  demand 


34.4  MW  49.0  >V  GA1  rH  123.4  MW  peak  demand 


412 


U3 


Jake  Garn,  U.S.  Senator  (Utah) 

Response  136-1  .  . 

Our  population  estimates  have  been  revised  to  reflect  the  preliminary 
19e0  census  data.  We  have  also  had  our  population  estimates  reviewed  by  the 
State  of  Utah  for  their  concurrence. 

The  need  determinations  for  St.  George  in  terms  of  its  power  and  water 
supplies  have  also  been  adjusted  to  reflect  our  new  population  estimates. 

Please  refer  to  the  Socioeconomic  section  of  Chapter  3  and  the  Purpose 
and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  of  Chapter  1. 

Response  136-2 

BLH  appreciates  your  concern.  The  tracer  study  was  reviewed  by  meteorol- 
ogists at  the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration,  the  National 
Park  Service,  EPA  Region  VIII  in  Denver,  and  EPA's  Source  Receptor  Analysis 
Branch  at  Research  Triangle  Park,  North  Carolina.  The  study  was  regarded  as 
using  sophisticated  techniques  with  good  quality  control.  However,  all 
reviewers  also  commented  that  the  limited  data  collected  was  not  adequate  to 
justify  the  conclusions  drawn.  Only  eight  tracer  releases  were  studied  and 
were  not  conducted  during  conditions  expected  to  result  in  the  more  adverse 
effects.  The  reviewers  concluded  that  the  results  of  the  study  do  not  show 
that  Class  I  violations  would  not  occur  at  Zion  National  Park.  For  more 
detailed  information,  refer  to  the  reviews  which  have  been  added  to  the 
appendixes. 

Response  136-3  . 

The  visibility  portions  have  been  amended  in  the  final  EI5  to  include 
more  recent  studies  (refer  to  Air  Quality  section,  Chapter  4).   Additionally, 
the  simulation  study  has  been  expanded  in  efforts  to  clarify  it.   BLM  acknowl- 
edges that  potential  visibility  impairment  is  a  very  difficult  problem  to 
assess. 

Response  136-4 

We  concur  in  your  assessment.  However,  management  actions  regarding  the 
Alton  coal  lease  area  are  primarily  the  responsibility  of  the  Office  of 
Surface  Mining,  therefore,  your  comments  on  this  issue  have  been  referred  to 
the». 


REFER  TO! 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

WATER  AND  POWER  RESOURCES  SERVICE 
WASHINGTON,  DC.  20240 


SEP  5- 183 


® 


Memorandum 


Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Ass'.-tnnt  ,--^=^,-      -'y^  ^"  •< 

Commissioner*:'."-— .  _J~  -  ,      -» : 


Subject: 


Review  of  Allen-Warner  Valley   Energy  Systen  Environmental 

Impact    Statement    (DES-SO-il) 


As    requested  by   letter  of  June   23,    1980,    from  Mr.    Gary  Wicks,    State 
Director      Utah   State   Office,    Bureau   of   Land    Mjnae.er-.ent,    the   Water   and   Power 
Resources  Service  has    reviewed   the   Draft    Envi  ron-ental    Impact   Statement  or. 
the    Allen-Warner   Valley    Energy    System    (GLM-DCS-SO-i 1) .      Our    review   has 
been   from  perspectives  which   relate    to    (1)    the  mission  of   the  later  and 
Power   Resources    Service,    and    (2)    this    agency's    expertise    in   evaluation,    ana 
documenting   the   environmental    impacts   of  water   and   power    devclopr.ents    under 
the  Couacil   on   Environmental  Quality    (CEQ)    regulations.      Our  specific 
comments  on   the   statement    relating  to   how   the   proposed  system  relates    to 
our  program  are    as    follows. 

"it   is  noted   that   in   the   discussion  of   the   Sconlng  Process    (page   1-4),    the 
environmental  scoping   issue    receiving   the  highest   rating  and   reflecting 
the    greatest   public  concern   is   the  hydrological    impact   of    the   energy   systen. 
Potential  sources  of  water  supply   for   the  proposed   coal   slurry   pipeline 
system  and   for  powerplanc    cooling  appear   to  merit   additional    consice rat  ion . 
Alternative  water  supply   plans  are  only  briefly  mentioned   in  Appendix  2, 
"Screening  Matrix   for  Alternative   Selection."     Colorado   River  Basin  Salinity 
Control    Program  investigations  being   conducted  by  Water  and  Power   Indicate 
that    the   use  of  saline  water  for  coal  slurry   transport  media  and  poverplanc 
cooling  may  offer  attractive  water  supply  alternatives    for   the   Allen-Warner 
Energy' System.      It   is  our  belief   that   as    the   proposed   project   advances, 
consideration  should  be   given  to   the   use  of   saline  waters   as   substitute 
for   fresh  or  less   saline  waters,   so   that  water  sources   identified   In 
ongoing  Water  and  Power  salinity  studies   can  be   utilized   for  project 
purposes  when   those  supplies  become   available. 

Hinder   discussion  of  Interrelated  Projects    (page    1-8),  Water  and  Power's 
LaVerkin  Springs   Unit  should  be   identified  or  discussed   in   relation   to 
the  proposed  action.      In  addition,    the   discussion  on  socioeconomic   impact, 
should  say  whether  LaVerkin  Springs  was   taken  into    consideration  when 
assessing  the  socioeconomic  impacts    from  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Project. 
If  the  LaVerkin  Springs   unit  were   constructed  at   Che  same   time  as    Che 
proposed  project.    It  would  aggravate  Che  socioeconomic  Impacts. 


A  brief   reference   to  Water  and  Power   field   testing  at  LaVorkin   Springs   is 
rade   on   p,ro    3- U .       It  would  be    useful    and   informative    to    include    a   brief 
$>~  .-. ity   <j:'   l'..<£   LaVcrltin   apri;:   =    LniC    in    i:\-2   Fin.:l   S l a t e r.-.j l; t .      An   e:<c,_  llent 
s>; — ,iry  can  be    found  in   the   Status   Report,    LaVerkin  Springs   Unit, 
Dcce-jer   1979    (copy   enclosed).      Since    the   publication   of    the   Status    Report, 
new  alternatives    for  using  or  disposing  of  saline  water   from  LaVerkin 
Springs    related  to   the  Allen-Warner  Valley   Energy   System  are   now  under 
investigation. 


4> 


'One   alternative   plan    that    is   being   pursued   involves    transporting    the 
spring's    tie-*    (3,300  acre    feet/year;   9650  ng/Lf   TDS)    by   pipeline    (about 
13  rrilea)    to   the   proposed  '.'arn^r  Valley   Powerplant   si'^e. 

After  softening,    the  LaVerkin  Springs  water  would   then  be    used   in   an 
advanced  ceolinr.  tcver  eesicr.ed   for  brackish  water   use.      Waste   heat   from 
the   scvcr>l^*it  vould  ?cr.j    to   reduce    the    final    volurre  of  spring   flow    for 
d;-5*?5-!t.      T,::-td--l  b'.r'-.'-vn  would  be   disposed  in    Lined  evaporation  ponds 
en   sit:.      I._i,    l>:   jri:";is^  l.iVc-r*:iu   SpriUrs    fio.v    could  offset  a  l.ivge 
pcrzicn   c:    ::•    3,"'?   t-    1  ? .  C  ~  3   rcre    fort/per  year    fresi;  vr;tor   requi  recant 
for   the   '.'ar-?r  Valley    ?".-erplant .      Moreover,    the    accor-panying   salinity 
control   bens  fit  accrued   to  water  users   in   the   Colorado  River  Basin  is 
-:"...  -jZ    S  3P  5    r.iili:.-.   r~r   vear. 


This  lev1!  of  ec.or.?- ic  V- 
Involve--  ?-.c  to  offset  thi 
for  such   an  application. 


r»?:it  jriy  Justify  soro 
increased   cost   of    usi 


Federal    cost-sharing 
tg   LaVerkin    Springs    water 


Another  alternative  plan  with  si;iilar  salinity  control  pote 
transporting  the  LaVerkin  Sprinns  flew  in  the  proposed  coal 
to  the  site  of  the  proposed  Harry  Allen  Powerplant.  The  sa 
thug  delivered,  cojld  be  blended  with  water  from  other  sour 
used  for  cooling  with  blew down  being  disposed  in  the  nearby 
Our  investigations  of  the  Las  Ve  :as  Wash  and  Lower  Virgin  l?i 
opportunities  for  providing  saline  cooling  water  and  cost  s: 
for  the  proposed  Harry  Allen  Powerplant,  similar  to  that  do 
for  a  possible  joint  effort  using  LaVerkin  Springs  flows  at 
Warner  Valley  plant.  Use  of  advanced  desi-jn  conline  towels 
water  ray  also  minimize  blowdown  volumes  and  related  use  of 
for  disposal   of  blowdown  in  solar  evaporation  ponds. 


ntial    involves 

slurry    pipeline 
line   spring  water, 
ces ,    treated,    and 

dry   lake. 
nits  may  yield 
haring  assistance 
scribed    above 

the    proposed 

for    brackish 

the   dry   lake 


Another  Water  and  Power  study  is   examining  the   potential  of  a  pipeline 
collection  system  to   transport,    use,    and/or  dispose  other   saline  waters 
located   in    the   Upper   Colorado   River    Basin.       Such    a   system   could   provide 
water    for    coal   slurry   pipeline    transport    from  areas   such    as    the   Alton 
Coal    riel  us. 


Water  and  Power  Resources  Service,  Washington,  D.C. 

Response  137-1 

We  appreciate  your  suggestions  regarding  the  use  of  saline  waters.  The 
specific  alternatives  suggested  later  in  your  text  are  considered  in  this 
final  EIS.  As  other  plans  on  use  of  saline  waters  become  more  definite,  we 
will  attempt  to  integrate  them  with  this  and  other  actions  before  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management. 

Response  137-2 

The  Interrelated  Projects  section  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to 
include  the  LaVerkin  Springs  unit. 

Development  of  LaVerkin  Springs  was  not  considered  in  the  development  of 
the  anticipated  socioeconomic  impact  sections.  If  the  LaVerkin  Springs  unit 
was  constructed  at  the  same  time  as  the  AWV  energy  sytem  it  would  aggravate 
the  socioeconomic  impacts  discussed  in  Chapter  4. 

Respone  137-3 

The  Interrelated  Projects  section  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to 
include  the  LaVerkin  Springs  unit. 


Response  137-4 

Your  suggested  alternatives  have  been  considered. 
Appendix  2  for  an  evaluation  of  your  suggestions. 


Please  refer  to 


Response  137-5 

The  Interrelated  Projects  section  of  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to 
acknowledge  the  potential  use  of  saline  waters. 


"According  to  present   schedules.  Water  and  Power  will    complete   reports 
bis--d  cr.   a^or-ilsal    level  studies   of   the   LaVerkin  Springs   and  Lower   Virgin 
Units   bv   Snrin™    l'-Sl    and   the   Las    Vegas   Wash    and    Pipe  lino    Collector/ Use 
Units  bv   ?u:--xr    1931,      Decisions   on  whether  to   proceed  witli    further 
studies   will    be    rade   at    that    time.       In   any   case,   we    believe    that    the 
potential    for   ujc   or   dinno3.il    of   saline   water    in    conjunction   with    the   Allen- 
a-irtt*  r  V-.IIjv    Ener-:v   System  should   be    acknowledged    in    the    final    environ- 
mental   staterent    and,    as    additional    information   becomes    available,    provision 
s1r?ilJ  be  r-ide    for   u-'e  of  saline  waters    in   tin.    project  where-  or  practicable. 


4> 


la  addition   to  the  preceding  comments    ronardinf,  our  program  we  are  providing 
the    following   general    comments    for   your   consideration. 

1.         The    draft    Environmental    Inpact   Statement    (EIS)    needs    to    incorporate 
information    from  other  studies   in  several   of   the  most  significant   areas. 
"Participants    at    the    Cnroject    scop ire]    meetings    identified    the    following 
as   bping  of   primary    concern    in   analyzing    the    applicant's    proposal:      hydrology, 
socioeconomics ,    air  quality   value    (including  visibility),    land    use,    threatened 
and   endangered   species,    wilderness   values,    aesthetic    considerations,    and   the 
i-?2cts   of   r.l"i-~   in    the   Alton   Coal    Fields."      Adequate    infornation    is    not 
available    at    this    tir.c    in   many   of    these   areas.      For   example: 

There   is   a  petition  pending   to   determine   the   suitability  of   coal   mining 

in  the  AltJ?n  Coal    Fields.      A  determination  will   not  be  made    until   November   30, 

19 SO-      T>.c   Alton   mining   plan  was    not    submitted    at    the    time    the   draft    EIS   was 

prewired. 

The  issue  of  whether  or  not   the  project  would  have   adverse   impacts   on  air 
quality    related  values,    such   as    esthetics,    of    the    Class    I    areas    is    the 
S'.jjec:   of  several   onioina  studies,    but    remains   unresolved  at   the   present 
tir-2   ar.d  will    not   "cc    resolved  before   October   19c>0.      The    impacts    on   visibility 
at   the   Valley  of   Fire  have  not  yet   been   determined  and  will  have   to   await   a 
deterrlnation  by    the  State   of  Nevada. 

Biolccical  opiniorp  on  the  endangered  species  have  not  been  received  from 
the  Fish  end  V.'ilclife  Service  and  will  not  all  be  in  until  September  1980. 
Sot    all    the    proposed    features    have    been    inventoried    for  endangered   species. 

The   impacts  on   fish   and  wildlife  and  wetlands    from  the  Warner  Valley  Water 
Project   have    not    yet   been    determined. 

Procudures    for    the    protection   of   historic  and   cultural    properties 

(25   CF?.,    Part    £00)    have  not  yet  been    complied  with.      The   construction 

of   the   Hurricane    Diversion    Dam  may    affect    a   National    Register  property   and 

cor-ents   have   been    requested    from   the   President's   Advisory    Council    on 

Historic  Preservation,    but   they  have  not  yet  been   received. 

Portions  of   the  project   are  within  Wilderness   Study  Areas   in  California. 
Although   this    issue   is  beinc;  resolved  by  BLM  In   consultation  with   the 
applicant    and   the   County  of  San  Bernardino,   no  date   for  reaching  an 
a^ree-cnt    has   been   established. 

Portions    of   the   Harry   Allen  powcrplant    site   would   be    located  within   the 
50-year    flood   plain   and   potential    flood  hazards   have   not   been   determined   la 
accordance   with   Executive   Order   11938. 

There   are   still    outstanding   conflicts  with    land    use   caused  by    the   over- 
crowding of    transmission    lines. 

A  BLM  preferred  alternative  has   not  been   identified.  (Article    1502.9(a) 

^EQ    Regulat  ions) 


Response  137-6 

The  items  you  list  were  noted  in  the  draft  EIS.  We  have  attempted  to 
fill  these  informational  deficiencies  where  possible.  Refer  to  the  appro- 
priate sections  of  the  final  EIS. 


2.        More  attention  should  be   given  on   the   impacts   of   the   alternatives. 
While    the   alternatives    do   not    need   to   be   studied    in   as    much    depth    as    the 
recommended   plan   and  inventories   need   not   have    the   same    decree  of   effort, 
all   plans   should  have  some   level  of   field  analysis   particularly    for  endangered 
plants    and   animals    and    cultural    resources.      To   simply   say    that    the    recommended 
plan  will  be   inventoried  before   construction  is  not  sufficient.      (Article    1502.14 
_CEQ   Regulations) 


! 


3.        Vegetation  and  wildlife   losses  should  be   given    For  each  al ternative. 
It  isn't  sufficient   to  say   that    the  amount  of  vecetation  disturbed  would 
range    fron  a  low  of  16,030  acres    for  Alternative   4    to  as   much  as    36.9S1   acres 
for  Alternative   1. 


•  n  J5-        In  Chapter  4,    page    14   the   term  "Gaussian  based  visibility  model"  is 

!U  I    used.      It  would  help  the  average   reader  if   this  were   described  In  nore   detail. 

6.        The  CIS   states   that   the  Warner  Valley  Water   Project  would  have   a   positive 
impact   on   the  visual    resources  of  Warner   Valley.      Whether  or  not   buildin*  a 
reservoir  in   the   middle  of  a  scenic  valley  would   improve   the  esthetics   of 
the   valley    is   a  highly  subjective  opinion.      In  view  of   the    fact   chat    during 
drawdown  years    the  surface  of   the    reservoir  would  be   decreased   fron    750 
to    325   acres,    exposing  borrow  areas   and  pud   flats,    and  nakinc,  beaches 
unsuitable    due   to   the  mud,      the   EIS  should  acknowledge   potential   negative 
visual    impacts    as  tfcll. 


12 
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7.  Stating  in   the   EIS   that   Alternative    3   could   result    in  1,376   additional 
vehicle  accidents  and   12    fatalities   seems    to   indicate    that    there   could  be   a 
serious   impact   to   traffic.      More  information,   other  than  the   Statewide 
average  of  accidents   and   fatalities   should  be    given   if  possible.      It  nay   be 

_ that  Statewide  averages  aren't  accurate   for  industrial  vehicles   in   rural   areas 

8.  Under  the  No-Action  Alternative   the   EIS  says   that    the  utilities   could 
develop  several   alternatives  should  the  proposed  project  not  be   implemented. 
Such   alternatives   include:      other  coal-fired  generating  stations;   nuclear 
generating  stations;    conventional  and  combined-cycle  natural   gas  and  oil- 
fired  generating  stations;    gas   turbines;   hydroelectric  stations;   etc.       If 
these  are  truly  alternatives    to   the  proposed  action,    they  should  bo   discussed 
in  the  alternatives   chapter.      (Article    1502.14c  CEq  Regulations) 


Enclo 


Hr.    Gar.-  J.   Wicks 
State   Director 
Bureau  of  land  Management 
Ur-lh  Stat.'   Office 
136  East  South  Tcr.ple 
Salt   Lake  City,    Utah   84111 
(w/c  of  <'n2lo:;ure) 


-p. 
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ReSP°Weehav7e 'provided  all  the  significant  information  we  have  available  on 
each  of  the  alternatives. 

""""significant  impacts  to  vegetation  and  wildlife  are  discussed  under  each 
alternative. 

ReSP°Weeha3/e" contacted  the  Los  Angles  office  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers ^regard- 
ing  an  evaluation  of  the  potential  floodplain  hazards  for  the  Harry  Allen 
powerplant  site.  We  intend  to  be  guided  by  their  recommendations. 

Response  137-10  ,.,-_, 

The  following  definition  has  been  added  to  our  Glossary. 

Gaussian  Model.   The  most  common  atmospheric  dispersion  model  used  in  air 
uality 'impact  prediction.   It  assumes  that  the  W""*"^*** 
perses  in  a  gaussian  or  normally  distributed  manner  (bell  shaped  curve). 

Response  137-11  . 

The  coirraentor  is  correct.  We  have  revised  the  Recreation  and  Aesthetics 
sections  of  Alternatives  1  and  2. 

Response  137-12 

The  truck  route  described  in  Alternative  3  has  been  substantially  modi- 
fied in  the  final  E1S. 

Response  137-13 

The  actions  indicated  under  the  No  Action  Alternative  are  not  considered 
to  be  "alternatives"  but  merely  subsequent  actions  the  utilities  might  take 
if  the  AWV  energy  system  is  denied. 


itjzsz  nrrjs-CP^isaJT  ^-yY^snaTY 
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McCARRAN  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT 
PO  Bo*  til  26  "  LosVego*.  Nevada  8v*1 11 
Area  Code  (702)  739  5222 


® 


September  11,  1080 

The  Honorable  Cecil  D.  Andrus 
Secretary  of  the  Interior 
Department  of  the  Interior 
C  Street  between 

18th  &  19th  Sis. ,  N.W. 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Subject:   Support  for  the  Proposed  Allen- 
Warner  Valley  Energy  System 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary: 

On  behalf  of  the  Nevada  Development  Authority,  I 
am  writing  to  voice  support  for  the  A]  len-V.'arner 
Valley  Energy  System.   Nevada  Development  Authority- 
is  a  private  non-profit  business  organization  which 
represents  Southern  Nevada  business  leaders. 

The  business  community  of  Southern  Nevada  is 
vitally  interested  in  the  continued  economic  and  in- 
dustrial growth  of  this  area  and  realizes  the  signifi- 
cant benefits  anticipated  by  the  Allen-Warner  Valley 
Energy  System.   For  these  reasons  and  those  cited  in 
the  attached  resolution,  the  Board  of  Trustees  of 
Nevada  Development  Authority  strongly  support  this  project. 

A  summary  of  support  by  the  Southern  Nevada  business 
community  is  presented  in  the  attached  resolution.   Please 
retain  this  for  your  files  and  feel  free  to  contact  me 
to  discuss  rpjy  questions. 

Sine 


Tim  Carlson 
Executive  Director 


TC/cl 
Attachment 


RESOLUTION    IN   SUIM'CIHT   Of   THE 
2,  SOO-MEGAWVTT    M.Lr.N-hAhNER   VALLEY    EVHRCY   SYSTEM 

August  S,  19S0 


"^4 


WHEREAS,  the  Nevada  Development  Authority  is  a  private,  non-profit 
business  corporation  vitally  interested  in  the  continued  economic  and 
intinstri.nl  growth  of  Southern  Nevada,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Nevada  Power  Company  sustained  a    record  power  demand 
Of  1,458  megawatts  on  July  25,  1980,  and 

WHEREAS,  this  record  demand  was  245  megawatts  below  the  Nevada 
Power  Company's  generating  capabilities,  but  32  megawatts  above  this 
year's  projected  demand,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  I.as  Vegas  Metropolitan  area  has  approximately  450,000 
res  idents ,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Las  Vegas  Metropolitan  population  is  projected  to  grow 
122  percent  or  to  1,009,000  by  the  year  Z.f-OO,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Southern  Nevada  area  has  experienced  and  will  continue 
to  experience  tremendous  growth  in  the  tourism,  manufacturing  and  ware- 
housing industries  in  the  years  ahead,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  possibility  of  establishment  of  the  MX  Missile  System 
in  Southern  Nevada  is  growing  steadily  as  the  weeks  progress,  and 

Iflf LR11AS ,  the  MX  Missile  System  would  have  a  profound  impact  on  the 
local  population  and  the  socio-economic  structure  of  Southern  Nevada, 
and, 

WHEREAS,  Las  Vc^as,  as  part  of  the  entire  national  economic  picture, 
should  not  lose  ground  in  the  worldwide  marketplace,  and 

WHEREAS,  operation  of  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  would 
utilize  abundant  U.S.  produced  coal,  therehy  significantly  reducing 
America's  projected  need  and  dependence  on  uncertain  foreign  oil  supplies; 
SO*,  TUUU.IOKl:  nh    IT  RESOLVE",  that  the  Nevada  Development  Authority, 
representing  more  than  J00  local  businesses  and  corporations  and  their 
employees,  docs  hereby  fully  endorse  the  entire  I  ,  Sl'fl-mcpnwat  t  Allen- 
Warner  Valley  Energy  System  as  a  means  to  continually  provide  the  best 
possible  and  most  cost -cHi  c  ient  electrical  service  to  customers  of  the 
Nevada  Power  Company  in  the  future. 


Nevada  Development  Authority.  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

Response  138-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 


Tied    Il\    Gibson,  TT7.  ,  Ti^sidcnl 
N'evai!;:    Move  lupmcnr     Utthority 


LETTERS  WITHOUT  PRINTED  RESPONSES 

The  following  letters  of  comment  on  the  draft  EIS  were  received  too  late 
for  a  response  to  be  prepared  in  time  for  inclusion  in  the  final  EIS.  Each 
conmentor  will  receive  a  personal  reply  at  a  later  date  responding  to  the 
questions  raised  in  the  letter  of  comment. 


Comment  Letter  Number  139 


Edward  K.  Norvaisis 


4> 
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445S  Willow  RUJi  DrSve 
Dayton  ,OH  45430 
3  Sep  80 

US  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington  DC   20240 

ATTN:   Mr  Cecil  B.  Andrus ,  Secretary 

I  am  writing  with  regard  to  Docket  Number  79-5-001  which  describes  plans 
to  develop  the  Allen  Warner  Valley  Energy  System  in  Southwest  Utah  and 
vicinity.   Under  this  plan,  a  huge  strip  mine  will  he  developed  just 
outside  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park  and  visible  from  the  park.   In 
addition  to  the  usual  destruction  associated  with  strip  mining,  dust 
and  haze  will  destroy  the  extraordinary  visibility  of  the  area.   Worse 
than  this  will  be  the  reduction  of  air  quality  in  Southern  Utah  from 
the  two  coal  burning  power  plants  that  will  bum  the  strip-mined  coal. 

Now,  I  understand  our  need  for  new  energy  sources,  including  coal  burning 
power  plants.   But  the  area  in  Southern  Utah  is  unique.  Nowhere  else  in 
the  world  is  there  such  a  diversity  of  landforms:  canyons,  buttes,  arches, 
towers,  mountains.   A  large  number  of  National  Parks  and  primitive 
areas  exist  to  preserve  some  of  these  features.  To  degrade  and  destroy 
such  areas  via  stip  mines  and  flyash  and  S02  fallout  would  be  criminal. 
There  is  a  large  "backlog"  of  undeveloped  leases  of  coal  bearing  lands 
already.   If  strip  mining  must  be  done,  sureiy  some  of  these  other  leases 
can  be  developed  instead.  Of  all  the  coal  bearing  lands,  the  lands  in 
Southern  Utah  should  be  given  a  low  priority  for  development  compared  to 
other  areas. 


Sincerely, 

EDWARD  K.  NORVAISIS 


PUBLIC  HEARINGS  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

Public  hearings  were  held  during  the  draft  EIS  comment  period  at  the 
following  places  and  dates:  Victorville,  California  (July  28,  1980)-  Las 
Vegas,  Nevada  (July  29,  1980);  Kanab,  Utah  (July  30,  1980);  St.  George,' Utah 
(July  31,  1980);  and  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  (August  5,  1980).  Speakers  at  the 
public  hearings  are  listed  in  order  of  appearance.  The  oral  presentations 
made  by  the  speakers  are  not  reproduced  in  their  entirety  because  of  the 
length  of  the  transcripts.  Instead,  the  significant  issues  discussed  by  the 
speakers  are   excerpted  and  BLM  responses  are   adjacent. 

Speakers  who  presented  written  documentation  of  their  oral  testimony  are 
indicated  with  an  asterisk  (*).  These  exhibits  or  letters  are  reproduced  in 
their_  entirety,  with  BLM  responses  adjacent  to  the  points  addressed.  The 
exhibits  are  located  after  the  respective  testimony  for  each  hearing.  Where 
letters  were  received  that  reiterated  oral  testimony,  the  reader  is  refer- 
enced to  the  preceding  letter  Comments  and  Responses  section  of  this  volume. 
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Victorville  Public  Hearing 
SPEAKER 

1.  John  Arlidge*,  Nevada  Power  Company 

2.  Robert  L.  Boyington*,  Division  Vice  President,  Southern  California 
Edison 

3.  Patrick  Vidal,  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Company 

4.  Mayor  James  G.  Larkin*,  St.  George,  Utah 

5.  John  D.  Lund 

6.  F.M.  Knight 
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1.  John  Arlidqe,  Victorville  Testimony 
Refer  to  Victorville  Exhibit  1. 

2.  Robert  L,  Boyinqton,  Victorville  Testimony 
Refer  to  Vi.torvi 1 le  Exhibit  2. 

3.  Patrick  Vidal,  Victorville  Testimony 

VT  Comment  3-1 

The  California  Energy  Commission  states  that  California  has  a  need  for 
new  coal-fired  powerplants.  In  its  Biennial  Report,  the  Energy  Commission 
indicated  a  need  to  develop  up  to  5,000  megawatts  of  in-state  and  out-of- 
State  coal-fired  generation  in  the  next  10  years,  and  referred  to  Allen- 
Warner  Valley  in  its  analysis. 

As  Southern  California  Edison's  representative  has  mentioned,  the  Calif- 
ornia Public  Utilities  Commission  will  make  the  final  determination  whether 
the  Allen-Warner  Valley  energy  system  is  necessary  for  California.  A  great 
deal  of  time  and  energy  is  being  expended  by  all  concerned  parties  to  explore 
the  energy  system's  benefits. 

VT  Response  3-1 

The  input  of  CPUC  in  the  determination  of  the  need  of  AWV  for  the  par- 
ticipating California  utilities  is  included  in  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Pro- 
posed Project  section  of  Chapter  1  in  the  final  EIS. 

VT  Comr.ent  3-2 

The  California  Energy  Commission  staff,  in  Alternative  5  in  the  draft 
EIS,  suggests  .hat  there  may  not  be  a  need  for  some  or  all  of  the  energy 
system.  The  Energy  Commission  staff  has  recommended  that  the  Public  Util- 
ities Commission  reduce  PGiE's  participation  in  the  project  by  greater  than 
50  percent  of  our  proposed  share. 

Although  the  full  Energy  Commission  has  deferred  adoption  of  a  final 
position  on  the  project's  need  until  further  review,  the  Energy  Commission 
staff's  suggestion  has  been  included  in  the  draft  EIS  and  therefore  should  be 
addressed  at  this  hearing. 

PG&E  believes  strongly  that  conservation  and  rapid  development  of  alter- 
native technology  must  be  an  integral  part  of  our  energy  supply  strategy. 
Our  company  has  stated  that  encouraging  conservation  must  be  our  first  prior- 
ity. And  we  have  a  national  reputation  of  innovative  and  aggressive  programs 
that  reflects  this  attitude. 

Daily  we  also  are  making  strides  toward  including  renewable  and  alterna- 
tive technologies  in  our  resource  plans.  These  include  wind,  hydro,  geo- 
thermal,  biomass,  and  cogeneration  projects. 

But  regardless  of  our  commitment  to  these  renewable  and  alternative 
technologies,  and  our  belief  that  they  can  and  will  help  supply  our  cus- 
tomers' energy  demand  in  the  future,  we  are  faced  with  the  immediate  need  for 
power  in  an  international  climate  that  demands  we  reduce  our  use  of  oil. 


We  believe  coal  must  provide  the  bridge  to  the  21st  century  to  meet  this 
goal  and  supply  our  customers'  needs.  The  availability  and  reliability  of 
alternative  technologies  are  simply  too  uncertain  to  wholly  count  on  at  this 
time. 

Therefore,  PG&E  and  northern  and  central  California  do  need  their  full 
share  of  the  available  energy  system  power. 

VT  Response  3-2 

The  analysis  of  Alternative  5  in  Chapters  2  and  5  is  revised  in  the 
final  EIS  to  incorporate  the  most  recent  information  used  by  CPUC  in  their 
proceedings  to  answer  the  application  of  the  California  utilities  to  partic- 
ipate in  the  project. 

VT  Comment  3-3 

The  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  will  provide  substantial  benefits 
to  the  States  of  California,  Nevada,  and  Utah.  It  will  provide  an  economic 
and  reliable  source  of  electricity  for  rate  payers.  It  will  displace  the  use 
of  foreign  oil.  It  will  provide  employment  and  a  strong  tax  base  for  local 
communities.   Especially  today,  there  is  a  need  for  all  these  benefits. 

VT  Response  3-3 

Refer  to  the  Purpose  and  Need  for  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1 
of  the  final  EIS. 

4.  James  G.  Larkin,  Victorville  Testimony 
Refer  to  Victorville  Exhibit  3. 

5.  John  D.  Lund,  Victorville  Testimony 

VT  Comment  5-1 

I'm  a  little  concerned  about  the  transmission  lines  that  are  coming  into 
the  local  area,  because  they're  coming  into  private  lands  and  they're  going 
to  be  railroaded  on  to  me,  and  I'm  going  to  have  to  give  up  my  private  land. 
And  I  do  have  a  couple  --  a  few  acres  that  are  going  to  be  taken  away  from  me 
if  these  transmission  lines  come  in  the  way  they  say  they're  going  to  come 
in. 

Therefore,  I'm  here  objecting  to  that  specific  thing  because  I  just 
don't  want  my  land  taken  away  from  me,  land  that  I've  paid  pretty  hard  dol- 
lars for.  And  I'd  like  to  see  some  consideration  given  to  having  these 
transmission  lines  come  along  a  little  bit  more  viable  alignments  than  the 
ones  that  they're  coming  along  now.  For  instance,  the  2,000  feet  between  an 
existing  transmission  line  and  the  proposed  transmission  lines.  I  just  don't 
think  it's  necessary.  It's  necessary  in  order  to  preclude  the  possibility  of 
shorting  out  in  the  event  that  one  of  the  lines  is  broken  by  some  dumb  pilot 
that  flies  through  it,  you  know. 

I  just  don't  think  that's  necessary.  The  congestion  that  we're  facing 
throughout  the  country,  as  far  as  that  goes,  is  just  one  of  those  things 
we're  going  to  have  to  live  with.  And  if  some  dumb  pilot  flies  through  a 
line  and  shorts  out  the  rest  of  them,  and  we  go  without  power  for  a  while, 
that's  just  one  of  the  things  we  have  to  face  up  to. 
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VT  Response  5-1 

As  stated  in  the  BLH  Preferred  Alternative  section  in  the  final  EIS, 
proceedings  to  select  the  final  transmission  line  routing  in  southern  Cali- 
fornia are  ongoing.  The  final  overall  route  would  be  determined  by  on-ground 
surveys  with  input  from  CPUC  in  cooperation  with  BLM.  Precise  locaton  of  any 
transmission  lines  across  private  lands  would  have  to  be  negotiated  between 
the  project  appl -cants  and  private  landowners. 

6.   P.M.  Knight,  Victorville  Testimony 

VT  Comment  6-1 

But  the  thing  that  was  of  interest  to  me,  the  same  with  Mr.  Lund,  is  the 
transmission  facilities  at  the  western  end  of  the  project.  Now  the  impact 
statement  glossed  over  that  completely  and  showed  that  they  all  go  into  Lugo 
in  the  same  route.  At  the  meeting  last  Thursday,  the  Public  Utilities  Com- 
mission representatives  had  an  additional  map  available  for  those  of  us  who 
were  interested  in  the  transmission  facilities  in  the  west  end. 

And  they  showed  us  seven  different  alternative  methods  of  bringing  that 
power  into  Lugo  substation  from  some  location  up  near  Barstow,  and  so  forth, 
at  different  points.  Now,  if  this  is  going  to  be  all  we're  going  to  get  from 
the  BLM,  then  I'd  like  to  know  that.  Are  we  going  to  get  any  of  these  alter- 
native routes  from  BLM? 

VT  Response  6-1 

The  BLM  EIS  does  not  analyze  in  detail  the  seven  subalternative  trans- 
mission corridors  to  bring  power  to  the  Lugo  substation;  however,  BLM  is 
relying  on  CPUC  studies  for  these  alternatives  and  would  cooperate  with  CPUC 
in  route  selection.  Refer  to  Victorville  Public  Hearing  Response  VT  5-1  for 
a  discussion  of  the  determination  of  transmission  line  routing  in  southern 
Cal i  fornia. 


Now,  we  have  proposed  an  alternate  route.  And  the  PUC  people  brought  a  nap 
which  showed  seven  different  alternate  routes.  And  several  of  them,  we 
think,  are  very  good. 

What  they  do  is,  they  route  the  line  in  one  or  two  cases  on  an  existing 
corridor  that  Edison  built  several  years  ago,  which  goes  directly  east  from 
Lugo,  crosses  over  the  Mojave  River,  south  of  the  populated  area  of  Apple 
Valley,  and  goes  over  the  Ord  Mountains  and  then  extends  in  a  northeasterly 
direction  from  that  point. 

And  I  raised  the  question  of  why  that  route  was  not  looked  upon  favor- 
ably. And  they  said,  well,  that  you'd  see  the  powerline  or  the  towers. 
Well,  my  gosh,  if  you  —  they'd  be  up  in  the  mountains,  sure.  There's  towers 
there  already.  But  when  you  put  them  out  here  where  people  are  living,  and 
it's  a  very  desirable  area  for  people  to  move  into,  and  you're  getting  a  lot 
of  people  coming  up  from  down  below  in  the  Hesperia,  San  Bernardino  area 
where  they  work.  And  they  live  up  here,  and  they  don't  want  to  come  up  here 
and  know  that  they're  going  to  have  a  14-story  building  every  1,700  feet 
across  the  landscape  in  front  of  their  house. 

VT  Response  6-2 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process.  Refer  to  Victorville  Public  Hearing  Response  VT  5-1  and  VT  6-1  for 
a  discussion  of  this  concern. 


VT  Comment  6-2 

Now  the  thing  that  most  of  us  here  are  objecting  to  is  the  fact  that 
this  line  shows  at  the  west  end  a  line  which  goes  through  north  of  Victor- 
ville and  then  goes  southwesterly  approximately  2,000  feet  from  an  existing 
Department  of  Water  and  Power  corridor.  But  they  are  going  to  have  a  2,000- 
foot  spacing  between  the  existing  Department  of  Water  and  Power  corridor, 
which  we  can't  do  anything  about  —  it's  been  there  for  40  years,  and  the  new 
line. 


Now  the  new  line  is  going  to  have  seven  towers  to  the  mile.  And  each  of 
these  towtrs  is  the  height  of  a  14-story  building.  So  every  1,600  feet, 
approximately,  you're  going  to  have  the  equivalent  of  a  14-story  building 
sticking  out  on  the  landscape  out  here  on  the  desert,  west  of  Victorville  and 
Apple  Valley  and  Hesperia. 

And  while,  as  I  say,  we  can't  do  anything  about  the  ones  that  are  there, 
they're  only  about  120  feet  high  instead  of  140.  I  guess  maybe  110,  the 
Department  of  Water  and  Power  lines.  But  anyway,  we  don't  like  this. 

There's  another  factor,  too,  and  that  is  that  the  community  is  building 
up  rapidly,  southwest  of  Victorville.  There's  quite  a  few  areas  there  that 
have  recently  put  in  new  water  systems.  And  people  are  moving  into  the  area. 


VE© 


STATEMENT    FOR    PUBLIC    HEARINGS 

ALLEH-WARNER    VALLEY    ENERGY    SYSTEM 

ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT    STATEMENT    DRAFT 

June    23,    1980 

John  W.    Arlidge 


4> 


We  compliment  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  completing  the 
difficult  job  of  compressing  the  more  than  eight  feet  of  submitted 
background  material  into  this  Draft  Statement  on  the  Allen-Warner 
Valley  Energy  System.  The  job  was  a  complicated  and  difficult  one  and 
took  place  over  a  period  of  five  years  during  which  policy  and 
regulations  were  being  changed  continuously.   There  are  a  number  of 
areas  where  we  think  it  will  be  desirable  to  make  detailed  technical 
written  comments  which  we  intend  to  do.   However,  for  the  public 
hearing  we  wish  to  make  only  a  few  general  points. 

The  participating  electric  utilities  have  developed  the  Allen-Warner 
Valley  Energy  System  in  an  effort  to  assure  an  economic  and  reliable 
power  service  for  their  customers  during  the  late  1980*5  and  there- 
after.  The  Energy  System  will  provide  2,500  megawatts  of  electric 
power  using  abundant  Southern  Utah  coal  supplies,  a  major 
contribution  to  the  effort  to  reduce  our  growing  dependency  on  the 
use  o£  foreign  oil.   The  Participants  have  taken  every  feasible 
measure  to  assure  that  every  component  will  meet  or  exceed  every 
regulatory  standard  placed  upon  the  project. 


VictorviHe  Exhibit  1 

John  W.  Arlidge,  Nevada  Power  Company 

VE  Response  1-1 

The  projected  displacement  of  oil  and  the  need  of  the  AtfV  project  Is 
presented  in  the  revised  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  of 
Chapter  1  in  the  final  EIS. 


Specifically,    items   within   the   draft   Environmental    Impact   Statement 
which  we  want   to  comment   on   during    this   public   hearing   are: 


f 


2  I  1.   Page  S-4 ,  the  Draft  states  that  Radian  (consultant  to  the  Bureau 

1 


of  Land  Management  on  air  quality)  indicates  that  emissions  from 
the  Harry  Allen  Power  Plant  could  cause  violations  of  Class  I 
Standards  in  the  Nevada  Valley  of  Fire  State  Park. 
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The  valley  of  Fire  is  not  a  Class  I  area,  it  is  a  Class  II  area, 
and  studies  show  that  the  Harry  Allen  Plant  will  not  exceed  the 
Class  II  area  regulations.   The  study  by  Radian  was  designed  to 
perform  increasingly  detailed  analysis  only  as  required  to  show 
whether  violation  of  standards  actually  occurred.   Whenever  simple 
calculations  showed  that  no  violation  could  occur  the  procedure 
was  stopped.  In  the  case  of  the  Harry  Allen  impact  on  the  Valley 
of  Fire,  Radian  reported  that  when  it  was  learned  that  the  Park 
was  no  longer  considered  for  redesignation  to  PSD  Class  I,  the 
numerical  modeling  application  was  determined  to  be  unnecessary. 
Tne  conservative  modeling  of  the  Allen  Station  resulted  in  PSD 
levels  well  telow  the  allowable  Class  II  increments.  Radian's 
results  for  the  Paiute  Primitive  Area  where  the  procedures  were 
not  stopped  showed  that  the  use  of  numerical  modeling  reduced  the 
maximum  concentration  estimates  by  a  factor  of  forty  to  fifty  for 
the  PSD  calculated  increment.   Thus,  if  Radian  had  continued  with 
its  numerical  modeling  of  the  Allen  Station  impact  on  the  Valley 
of  Fire,  there  is  every  reason  to  believe  that  the  calculated 
impact  on  Valley  of  Fire  would  be  well  within  the  Class  I 
standards. 

Paqe  5-5,  The  Draft  states  that  there  are  conflicting  study 
results  on  air  quality  modeling.  The  only  (quote)  modeling 
(unquote)  which  has  indicated  possible  exceedances  of  PSD  for 


VE  Response  1-2 

Refer  to  Letter  Response 
comment. 


-11  for  a  discussion  pertaining  to  this 


VE  Response  1-3  ... 

The  Valley  model  was  designed  to  estimate  pollution  concentrations  in 
areas  of  rough  terrain.  It  gives  the  maximum  concentrations  using  conserva- 
tive assumptions  and  is  therefore  often  employed  as  a  screening  model  to 
determine  whether  more  refined  modeling  is  required.  If  the  Valley  model 
indicated  that  no  violations  would  occur,  then  no  further  modeling  would  have 
been  required.  However,  the  Valley  model  indicated  that  there  would  be  HbJ 
violations  for  both  the  Harry  Allen  and  the  Warner  Valley  powerplants.  A 
more  refined  model  would  have  to  be  used  to  prove  that  no  violations .would 
occur.  To  date,  no  other  model  has  been  agreed  upon  between  the  applicants 
and  EPA. 
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either  the  Warner  Valley  or  the  Harry  Allen  Station  has  been  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  screening  test.   Some  experts 
state  that  EPA  screening  test  is  not  applicable  to  rough  terrain 
such  as  foun^i  in  Southern  Utah  and  Nevada.   Studies  by  the  State 
o£  Utah,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  consultants  and  by  this 
Company's  consultants  indicate  that  there  will  be  no  violations  of 
PSD  increments.   We  are  presently  working  with  EPA  Region  VIII  and 
IX  to  resolve  the  differences  between  the  EPA  screening  test  and 
the  computer  modeling  studies. 

3.   Page  S-5,  The  Draft  mentions  the  possible  visibility  impacts  on 

Zion  national  Park  due  to  the  operation  of  the  Warner  Valley  Power 
Plant.   The  photographic  simulations  within  the  report,  we  feel, 
are  quite  misleading. 

A  printed  computer  simulation  is  a  very  hazy  image  and  certainly 
does  not  reflect  a  true  image.   The  resolution  of  the  television 
monitor  used  for  the  computer  simulations  does  not  have  the 
resolution  of  a  modern  photographic  plate.   The  comparison  of  a 
computer  simulation  and  photograph  in  the  Draft  does  mislead  the 
reader. 

The  meteorological  conditions  existing  in  the  photograph  are  not 
indicative  of  the  highly  stable  conditions  used  for  projection  of 
the  plume  concentration.   This  again  misleads  the  reader. 

The  transport  of  a  plume  from  Warner  Valley  to  Zion  National  Park 
under  highly  stable  conditions,  considered  in  the  visibility 


VE  Response  1-4 

The  visibility  simulations  in  the  Air  Quality  section  under  Alternative 
1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  are  revised  to  reflect  your  comment. 

VE  Response  1-5 

Refer   to   Letter  Response  86-115   for  a  discussion  concerning  plume  pro- 
jections. 


study,  is  an  impossibility  and  certainly  the  trajectory  of  the 
plume  shown  in  the  Impact  Statement  is  also  impossible.   To  follow 
that  trajectory  the  plume  would  have  to  be  elevated  at  least  1,000 
feet  above  the  height  it  would  obtain  under  the  specified 
conditions  and  travel  through  intervening  higher  terrain  in  order 
to  enter  the  vista  depicted  in  the  photographs. 

Finally,  we  believe  the  nitrous  oxide  concentrations  used  for 
Plume  projection  in  the  photograph  were  inaccurate.   A  plant  the 
size  o£  Warner  Valley  Station,  meeting  the  new  source  performance 
standards  of  the  federal  government,  will  not  produce  the  brown 
haze  as  shown  in  the  Impact  Statement. 


4.      Page  S-5,  Development  of  water  at  the  Alton  Coalfield  for  slurry 
transportation  cannot  impact  existing  uses  of  water  as  indicated 
in  the  Impact  Statement  and  still  comply  with  the  laws  of  the 
State  of  Utah.   Before  any  capital  investment  in  the  power  plants 
will  be  made,  it  will  require  that  the  utilities  have  very 
definitive  proof  that  water  will  be  available  for  the  life  of  the 
project.   The  position  of  the  utilities  participating  in  this 
project  is  this  water  must  be  available  in  accordance  with  State 
law  and  without  interference  of  water  use  established  prior  to 
construction  of  this  project. 

**   Page  S-7,  Statements  of  possible  damage  to  national  historic 
monuments  fail  to  recognize  the  results  of  efforts  of  both  the 
Washington  County  Water  Conservancy  District  and  the  power  plant 


VE  Response  1-6 

The  modeling  techniques  take  into  account  particulates,  sulfate  and 
nitrate  aerosols,  and  N02.  The  contribution  of  NO  to  the  visibility  deter- 
ioration is  not  known;  however,  some  effect  of  fib  may  be  possible.  The 
modeling  assumed  a  stable  atmosphere  with  light  wind's  and  the  observer  look- 
ing directly  down  the  centerline  of  the  plume.  NO  emissions  can  be  con- 
trolled only  to  a  limited  degree  and  even  under  thexNSPS,  emissions  of  NO 
would  still  be  higher  than  emissions  for  any  other  pollutant.  x 

VE  Response  1-7 

Your  concern  that  the  Utah  State  Engineer  must  approve  the  allocation  of 
water  necessary  for  the  AWV  project  is  discussed  in  the  Role  of  Utah  State 
Engineer  section  under  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 

VE  Response  1-8 

Refer  to  Letter  Response  86-8  for  a  discussion  pertaininq  to  your  com- 
ment. 


owners  regarding  historic  places.   We  have  worked  with  the  State 
Historical  Officers  of  each  of  the  states  to  assure  that 
historical  sites  are  identified  and  preserved  as  required  by  the 
state  officer. 

6.  We  do  not  believe  the  Statement  accurately  describes  the  total 
impacts  and  effects  of  the  alternatives  as  compared  with  the 
project  proposal.   Apparently  the  emissions  for  different  size 
coal  plants  have  been  estimated  using  certain  unstated  and 
untested  assumptions.   It  is  not  clear  that  these  assumptions  were 
correct  and  a  preliminary  review  of  the  emission  values  show  them 
to  be  too  low. 


VE  Response  1-9 

The  emissions  were  calculated  using  EPA  approved  emission  factors, 
assuming  pollution  controls  committed  to  by  the  applicants  according  to  the 
BACT  requirements. 


-P- 


In  addition,  the  use  of  rail  transportation  as  opposed  to  slurry 
transportation  also  fails  to  show  the  critical  need  for  this 
country  to  reduce  its  use  of  liquid  fossil  fuels.   The  Statement 
also  fails  to  indicate  the  economic  feasibility  of  such 
alternatives . 


II 


Also,  the  alternatives  do  not  indicate  the  impacts  of  not 

providing  the  total  power  needs  of  the  communities. 

We  will  certainly  comment  more  on  the  alternatives  in  our  written 
statements. 


7.   Lastly,  we  feel  that  the  socioeconomic  impacts  presented  within 
12       the  impact  statement  for  all  areas  are  inaccurate.   We  find  it 
very  difficult  to  believe  that  a  peak  construction  force  in  the 


VE  Response  1-10 

Refer  to  the  revised  railroad  alternative  to  the  coal  slurry  pipeline  in 
the  Scoping  Process  section  of  Chapter  1  in  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of 
your  concern. 

VE  Response  1-11 

Refer  to  the  revised  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in 
Chapter  1  and  Alternative  6  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of 
power  needs  and  impacts  without  the  AWV  project. 

VE  Response  1-12 

The  baseline  and  impact  projections  are  revised  to  reflect  your  comments. 
See  the  Socioeconomic  sections  of  Chapters  3  and  4  and  Appendixes  11  and  17 
of  the  final  EIS. 


St.  George  area,  of  992  people  for  a  three-month  period  in  1983, 
would  cause  a  population  growth  of  8,000  i'n  the  community  in 
1985.   'ttiese  large  population  estimates  are  shown  throughout  and 
certainly  are  not  justified  by  the  direct  employment  estimates 
provided  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  by  the  project  proponents. 

As  I  said  earlier,  there  are  a  number  of  areas  which  will  require 
technical  comments  and  certainly  there  is  a  need  to  identify  areas 
where  unintentional  inaccuracies  occur  during  preparation  of  the 
draft.  We  will  provide  the  Bureau  with  detailed  written  comments  in 
both  of  these  areas.   Again,  we  compliment  the  Bureau  on  the 
compression  of  so  many  facts  into  the  Draft. 
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We  are  available  during  and  after  the  public  hearings  for  anyone 
within  the  public  who  has  questions  regarding  the  Energy  System, 
/ab 
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SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  EDISON  COMPANY'S  PRESENTATION 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT  PUBLIC  HEARING 

ALLEN-WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM 

ENERGY  INDEPENDENCE 

THE  ALLEN-WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM  WILL  SUPPORT  THE  NATIONAL 
GOAL  TO  REDUCE  OUR  DEPENDENCE  ON  OIL  AND  WILL  PROVIDE 
ECONOMICAL  ELECTRICAL  GENERATION  TO  HELP  KEEP  THE  PRICE  OF 
ELECTRICITY  DOWN. 

THE  NATIONAL  GOAL  OF  REDUCING  OUR  DEPENDENCE  ON  FOREIGN  OIL 
GAINS  READY  ACCEPTANCE  AT  ALL  LEVELS  OF  GOVERNMENT  AND 
SOCIETY.   AS  PRESIDENT  CARTER  AND  GOVERNOR  REAGAN  HAVE  BOTH 
SAID,  THE  SURVIVAL  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  DEPENDS  ON  ITS  ABILITY 
TO  REDUCE  OUR  TIES  TO  OPEC  OIL. 

YET,  DESPITE  EFFORTS  BY  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  TO  REDUCE  OIL 
IMPORTS,  SINCE  THE  ANNOUNCEMENT  OF  PROJECT  INDEPENDENCE  BY 


PRESIDENT  NIXON  NEARLY  A  DECADE  AGO,  THE  U.S.  HAS  DOUBLED  ITS 
IMPORTS  OF  OPEC  OIL. 

THE  WESTERN  STATES  ARE  IN  A  UNIQUE  POSITION  TO  RESPOND  TO  THE 
NATIONAL  CHALLENGE  TO  REDUCE  IMPORTS  OF  FOREIGN  OIL.   PROVEN 
LOW-SULFUR  COAL  RESERVES  IN  THE  WEST  TOTAL  200  BILLION  TONS,  OR 
HO?  OF  THE  NATION'S  SUPPLY.   AT  OUR  PRESENT  HATE  OF  CONSUMP- 
TION, THAT  IS  ENOUGH  COAL  TO  PROVIDE  FOR  THE  COUNTRY'S  TOTAL 
ENERGY  NEEDS  FOR  THE  NEXT  200  YEARS. 

SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  EDISON  BELIEVES  THAT  REGIONAL  ELECTRIC 
POWER  PROJECTS  UTILIZING  COAL  SHOULD  BE  BUILT  IN  THE  WEST,  AND 
THAT  ENORMOUS  BENEFITS  WILL  BE  GAINED  BY  ALL  CONCERNED  IF  THESE 
REGIONAL  PROJECTS  CAN  CONTINUE  TO  BE  CONSTRUCTED  AND  OPERATED. 
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THE  COAL-FIRED  ALLEN-WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM  IS  A  GOOD 
EXAMPLE  OF  A  FROJECT  THAT  CAN  BENEFIT  THE  NATION  AND  THE 
SOUTHWEST.   THIS  PROJECT  WILL  EVENTUALLY  SERVE  CUSTOMERS  OF 
FOUR  UTILITIES  IN  THREE  STATES,  SAVING  THE  EQUIVALENT  OF  25 
MILLION  BARRELS  OF  OIL  ANNUALLY. 

COMPETING  CONCERNS  AND  POLICIES 

EDISON  AND  THE  OTHER  PROJECT  PARTICIPANTS  ARE  DEFINITELY 
CONCERNED  WITH  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  THAT  HAVE  BEEN 
EXPRESSED  ABOUT  THE  ALLEN-WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM.   NEVADA 
POWER  COMPANY,  WHO  IS  THE  PROJECT  MANAGER  OF  THE  ALLEN-WARNER 
VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM,  TOGETHER  WITH  SEVERAL  FEDERAL  AGENCIES, 
HAS  WORKED  TO  MITIGATE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  OF  THE  ALLEN- 
WARNER  ENERGY  SYSTEM.   MORE  THAN  SIX  YEARS  OF  ENGINEERING  AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  STUDIES  HAVE  BEEN  CONDUCTED  AT  A  COST  OF  MORE 


THAN  $9  MILLION.   AIR  QUALITY  EMISSIONS  FROM  THE  PLANTS  WILL 
MEET  APPLICABLE  EPA  STANDARDS  TO  PROTECT  THE  PUBLIC  HEALTH  AND 
WELFARE.   WORK  IS  ALSO  BEING  DONE  TO  MITIGATE  POTENTIAL  VISI- 
BILITY IMPACTS. 

THE  MAJORITY  OF  WATER  FOR  THE  PROJECT  WILL  BE  TREATED  WASTE 
WATER  AND  UNAPPROPRIATED  RIVER  WATER.   ONGOING  RESEARCH  IS 
BEING  CONDUCTED  BY  THE  BLM  AND  THE  U.S.   FISH  AND  WILDLIFE 
SERVICE  TO  PROTECT  THREATENED  OR  ENDANGERED  SPECIES. 

THERE  WILL  BE  REGIONAL  BENEFITS  THAT  ACCRUE  FROM  THE  ALLEN- 
WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM.   IN  A  MOMENT,  I  WILL  DISCUSS  THOSE 
BENEFITS,  BUT  FIRST  LET  ME  OVERVIEW  THE  BENEFITS  TO  THE 
CUSTOMERS  OF  EDISON. 
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BENEFITS  TO  CUSTOMERS  OF  SOUTHERN  CALIFOHHIj  ™™"« 


THE  ALLEN-WARDER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM  WILL  PROVIDE  SEVERAL 
BENEFITS  TO  EDISON'S  2.8  MILLION  CUSTOMERS  THROUGHOUT  THE 
CITIES  AND  FARMS  OF  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA.   FIRST,  THE  PROJECT 
WILL  PROVIDE  A  SIGNIFICANT  PORTION  OF  THE  RESOURCES  NEEDED  TO 
MEET  THE  DEMANDS  OF  EDISON'S  CUSTOMERS  FOR  ELECTRICAL  ENERGY. 
BASED  ON  OUR  RECENT  FORECASTS,  EDISON  PREDICTS  THERE  IS  A  NEED 
FOR  MORE  THAN  6000  MW  OF  NEW  GENERATING  CAPACITY  TO  SERVE  FORE- 
CAST LOADS  IN  1990.   THE  ALLEN-WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM  WILL 
PROVIDE  1045  MW  OF  THIS  NEED.   THE  CALIFORNIA  ENERGY  COMMISSION 
OFFICIAL  STATE  FORECAST  AGREES  THAT  EDISON  NEEDS  6601  MW  ADDI- 
TIONAL CAPACITY  BY  1990  AND  THAT  THE  ALLEN-WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY 
SYSTEM  IS  NEEDED  AS  A  NEW  GENERATION  RESOURCE  BY  EDISON  IN  THE 
LATTER  PART  OF  THE  1980s. 


Victorville  Exhibit  2 

Southern  California  Edison  Company 

VE  Response  2-1 

Refer  to  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  of  Chapter  1 
and  the  Existing  and  Projected  Electrical  Energy  Demand  section  in  Chapter  3 
of  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of  energy  needs. 
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ADDITIONALLY,  THE  ALLEN-WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM  WILL  HELP 
TO  REDUCE  EDISON'S  HEAVY  DEPENDENCE  ON  FOREIGN  OIL.   DURING 
1979,  THE  EDISON  SYSTEM  DERIVED  MORE  THAN  65t  OF  THE  NEEDED 
ENERGY  PRODUCTION  FROM  NATURAL  GAS  AND  HIGH-COST  IMPORTED  OIL. 
TO  MEET  THIS  NEED,  EDISON  IMPORTED  APPROXIMATELY  50  MILLION 
BARRELS  OF  OIL.   THE  ALLEN-WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM  IS 
EXPECTED  TO  REDUCE  EDISON'S  OIL  CONSUMPTION  BY  APPROXIMATELY  10 
MILLION  BARRELS  PER  YEAR.   THE  ADDITION  OF  THE  ALLEN-WARNER 
VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM  IS  CONSISTENT  WITH  BOTH  THE  CURRENT 
NATIONAL  ENERGY  POLICY  AND  THE  CALIFORNIA  ENERGY  COMMISSION'S 
ADOPTED  POLICY  OF  CUTTING  CALIFORNIA'S  OIL  DEPENDENCE  IN  HALF 
BY  1990. 

SOME  CONFUSION  HAS  OCCURRED  ABOUT  WHO  WILL  DETERMINE  EDISON'S 
NEED  FOR  THE  ALLEN-WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM.   SOME  APPEAR  TO 
BELIEVE  THAT  THE  CALIFORNIA  ENERGY  COMMISSION  WILL  BE  THE 


AGENCY  WHO  DETERMINES  EDISON'S  NEED  FOR  THE  ALLEN-WARNER  VALLEY 
ENERGY  SYSTEM.   UNDER  THE  CALIFORNIA  PUBLIC  UTILITIES  CODE,  THE 
JURISDICTION  TO  DECIDE  THE  NEED  FOR  THE  PROJECT  LIES  EXCLUSIVE- 
LY WITH  THE  CALIFORNIA  PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION.   THIS 
DETERMINATION  WILL  BE  BASED,  IN  PART,  OH  THE  CALIFORNIA  ENERGY 
COMMISSION'S  TESTIMONY  ON  THE  LEVEL  OF  ESTIMATED  NEED  IN  THE 
STATE'S  OFFICIAL  FORECAST  AND,  ACCORDING  TO  A  RECENT  CALIFORNIA 
PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION  DECISION,  IN  PART,  ON  THE  ECONOMIC 
CONSIDERATIONS  TO  EDISON'S  CUSTOMERS. 

REGIONAL  BENEFITS 

JUST  AS  THE  COUNTRY,  AS  A  WHOLE,  IS  DEPENDENT  ON  PRODUCTS  FROM 
OTHER  COUNTRIES— MOST  NOTABLY  OIL— EVERY  STATE  IN  THE  UNION, 
AND  THE  WESTERN  STATES  IN  PARTICULAR,  IS  DEPENDENT  UPON  EACH 
OTHER  FOR  VIABLE  ECONOMIES.   UNLIKE  THE  SERIOUS  NEGATIVE 


VE  Response  2-2 

Refer  to  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1 
of  the  final  I'.S  for  a  discussion  concerning  displacement  of  oil  fired  capa- 
city. 


VE  Response  2-3 

BLM  agrees  with  this  statement,  as  discussed  in  the  Purpose  and  Need  of 
Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS. 


U3 


-8- 

SIDE-EFFECTS  THAT  RESULT  FROM  AMERICA'S  DEPENDENCE  ON  OPEC,  THE 
INTERDEPEDENCE  OF  THE  STATES  AND  REGIONS  OF  AMERICA  HAS 
RESULTED  IN  STRENGTH  AND  PROSPERITY. 

THERE  IS  A  NATURAL  TENDENCY  TO  SEE  ONLY  THE  NEGATIVE  EFFECTS  OF 
REGIONAL  POKER  PLANT  PROJECTS  AND  A  FEELING  ARISES  THAT  THE 
STATES  RECEIVING  THE  POWER,  PARTICULARLY  CALIFORNIA,  ARE 
GETTING  ALL  THE  BENEFITS. 

THE  FACTS  ARE  THAT  EVERYONE  BENEFITS  AND  SHARES  IN  THE 
DISADVANTAGES.   REGIONAL  ELECTRIC  POWER  PROJECTS  ARE  VERY 
DEFINITELY  A  TWO-WAY  STREET.   ELECTRIC  LOAD  CENTERS  ARE  ALSO 
THE  MANUFACTURING  CENTERS.   LAST  YEAR  ALONE,  CALIFORNIA  EXPOR- 
TED BILLIONS  OF  DOLLARS  IN  MANUFACTURED  GOODS  TO  THE  OTHER 
WESTERN  STATES. 


-9- 

MY  REASON  FOR  OUTLINING  THESE  POINTS  IS  NOT  TO  MINIMIZE  THE 
LEGITIMATE  CONCERNS  OF  STATES  THAT  PRODUCE  THE  COAL,  OR 
PROVIDE  THE  SITE,  OR  ALLOW  THE  TRANSMISSION  LINE  RIGHTS  OF  WAY 
SO  THAT  WE,  ON  THE  PACIFIC  COAST,  MIGHT  BENEFIT.   RATHER,  I 
WANT  TO  EMPHASIZE  THAT  WE  ALL  SHARE  THE  BENEFITS  AND  DISAD- 
VANTAGES OF  REGIONAL  ELECTRIC  POWER  PROJECTS. 

REGIONAL  POWER  PROJECTS  SUCH  AS  THE  ALLEN-WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY 
SYSTEM  SHOULD  PLAY  AN  IMPORTANT  ROLE  IN  REDUCING  OUR  DEPENDENCE 
ON  FOREIGN  OIL  CARTELS.   WE  MUST  RECOGNIZE  THAT  SOLUTIONS  TO 
OUR  ENERGY  SUPPLY  PROBLEMS  EXTEND  BEYOND  COUNTY  AND  STATE  AND 
DEPEND  UPON  OUR  ABILITY  TO  COOPERATE  IN  SECURING  THE  COMMON 
GOOD.   AS  A  NATION  AND  AS  RESIDENTS  OF  THE  SOUTHWEST,  WE  MUST 
ALL  MOVE  AHEAD  TOGETHER. 


VE  Response  2-4 

Your  comment  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 

VE  Response  2-5 

Refer  to  Victorville  Exhibit  2  Response  2-2  concerning  this  coanent. 
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CALIFORNIA  TRANSMISSION 

TO  TRANSMIT  POWER  FROM  THE  ALLEN-WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM  TO 
EDISON  AND  THE  PACIFIC  GAS  AND  ELECTRIC  COMPANY,  CONSTRUCTION 
Or  NEW  TRANSMISSION  LINES  IS  NECESSARY.   PRESENTLY  THERE  ARE  NO 
TRANSMISSION  CONNECTIONS  BETWEEN  CALIFORNIA  AND  NEVADA  THAT  ARE 
CAPABLE  OF  RELIABLY  AND  CONTINUOUSLY  TRANSMITTING  THE 
CALIFORNIA  PORTION  OF  THE  GENERATION  FROM  THE  ALLEN-WARNER 
VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM. 

THE  PROPOSED  WESTERN  TRANSMISSION  SYSTEM  WILL  DELIVER  POWER 
FROM  THE  ALLEN-WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM  VIA  TWO  NEW  500,000 
VOLT  LINES  CONSTRUCTED  FROM  ELDORADO  SUBSTATION  IN  SOUTHERN 
NEVADA  TO  THE  CALIFORNIA  SYSTEM  TIE-IN  POINT  6  MILES  WEST  OF 
THE  LUGO  SUBSTATION  NEAR  VICTORVILLE  IN  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA. 
FROM  THERE,  EXISTING  HIGH  VOLTAGE  TRANSMISSION  LINES  WILL 
PROVIDE  LINKS  TO  THE  PACIFIC  GAS  AND  ELECTRIC  COMPANY 
TRANSMISSION  SYSTEM. 


THE  TRANSMISSION  LINES  ARE  PLANNED  WITHIN  OR  ADJACENT  TO 
EXISTING  TRANSMISSION  CORRIDORS  WHEREVER  FEASIBLE.   IN 
CALIFORNIA,  THE  PREFERRED  PLAN  IS  TO  FOLLOW  INTERSTATE  HICHWAY 
15  AND  AN  EXISTING  EDISON  138,000  VOLT  TRANSMISSION  LINE  WHERE- 
EVER  POSSIBLE  TO  AVOID  FEDERALLY  PROPOSED  WILDERNESS  STUDY 
AREAS  AND  TO  MITIGATE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS. 

THE  PREFERRED  PLAN  WAS  THE  RESULT  OF  OVER  SIX  MONTHS  OF 
CONCENTRATED  STUDIES  WHICH  INCLUDE  ENVIRONMENTAL, 
SOCIOECONOMIC,  ETHNOLOGICAL  AND  ENGINEERING  INVESTIGATIONS. 

THANK  YOU  FOR  YOUR  TIME  AND  FOR  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  PRESENT 
SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  EDISON'S  COMMENTS  ON  A  PROJECT  THAT  IS  SO 
VITAL  TO  OUR  ENERGY,  ECONOMIC  AND  NATIONAL  INTERESTS. 
07/28/80 
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My  name  is  James  Grey  Lapkin,  1  am  the  Mayor -of  the  City  of  St. 
George,  Utah  and  I  have  lived  in  St,  George  all  of  my  life.  It 

IS  MY  PLEASURE  TO  BE  HERE  TONIGHT  REPRESENTING  THE  ClTY  IN  MY 
OFFICIAL  CAPACITY  AS  MAYOR. 

My  ASSOCIATION  WITH  CITY  GOVERNMENT  BEGAN  WHEN  I  WAS  APPOINTED 

to  the  PLwtim  Commission  in  1969.  I  was  elected  to  the  St. 
George  City  Council  in  1971  and  became  Mayor  in  1978.  During 
my  11  1/2  years  in  city  government  i  have  become  aware  of  some 

VERY  IMPORTANT  FACTORS.   We  LIVE  IN  THE  DESERT  AMD  TO  KEEP  OUR 
ECONOMY  STABLE  AND  OUR  CITY  GROWING  IT  IS  NECESSARY  FOR  US  TO 
DEVELOP  WATER  AMD  HAVE  A  RELIABLE  SOURCE  OF  ELECTRICAL  ENERGY  TO 

supply  our  municipal  power  system. 

St.  George  is  a  small  community  with  a  total  population  of 

APPROXIMATELY  11,000  TO  15,000  PEOPLE.   We  WORK  VERY  CLOSELY 
WITH  THE  COMMUNITIES  AROUND  US  BECAUSE  THINGS  THAT  EFFECT  THE 
ECONOMY  OF  OSS  EFFECT  THE  ECONOMY  OF  ALL.   We  HAVE  BEEN  FORTUNATE 
IN  HAVING  AN  ADEQUATE  SUPPLY  OF  WATER  AND  A  GOOD  SUPPLY  OF  ELECTRI- 
CAL ENERGY  FOR  MANY  YEARS.   Hi  ARE  NOW  TO  THE  POINT  IN  GROWTH  WHERE 
WE  MUST  REACH  OUT  AND  FIND  OTHER  SOURCES  OF  SUPPLY  OF  THESE  TWO 
PRECIOUS  COMMODITIES. 

In  1973,  while  I  was  still  serving  on  the  Planning  Commission,  the 
City  of  St.  George  contacted  Nevada  Power  Company  in  an  effort  to 
secure  all  additional  source  of  electrical  energy.  as  a  result  of 
this  contact  we  became  one  of  the  originators  of  what  we  now  call 
the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System.  The  proposal  was  readily 

ACCEPTED  BY  THE  ClTY  OF  St.  GEORGE  AND  THE  SURROUNDING  AREAS  BECAUSE 
IT  HAS  A  VERY  VIABLE  MEANS  OF  TAKING  WATER  FROM  THE  VIRGIN  RlVER  AND 
PUTTING  IT  TO  BENEFICIAL  USE  IN  WASHINGTON  COUNTY.  By  USING  PART  OF 
THE  WATER  IN  THE  GENERATION  OF  ELECTRICAL  ENERGY  WE  HAD  A  MEANS  OF 
MAKING  FUNDS  AVAILABLE  FOR  THE  PROJECT,  MAKING  ELECTRICAL  ENERGY 
AVAILABLE  TO  US,  AND  EXPORTING  SOME  OF  THE  ELECTRICAL  ENERGY,  HELPING 
TO  PAY  FOR  THE  ENTIRE  PROJECT.   The  POWER  PLANT,  KNOWN  TO  US  AS  THE 

Warner  Valley  Power  Plant,  will  make  electrical  energy  available  to 

THE  CITIZENS  OF  St  .  GEORGE  FOR  MANY  YEARS  TO  COME.   THE  FACT  THAT 
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James  Grey  Larkin.  Mayor  of  St.  George 
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WE  ARE  ABLE  TO  LAY  OFF  OUR  SURPLUS  GENERATION  TO  OTHER  PARTICIPANTS 
IN  THE  PROJECT  MAKES  IT  POSSIBLE  FOR  US  TO  RECALL  THAT  SURPLUS 
ENERGY  AS  WE  NEED  IT  UNTIL  SUCH  TIME  AS  HE  WILL  USE  ALL  OF  OUR 
125  MEGAWATT  ALLOCATION  OF  POWER  OUT  OF  THE  HaRNER  VALLEY  GENERATING 

Station. 

In  addition  to  making  water  available  for  distribution  by  the 
Washington  County  Water  Conservancy  District  and  electrical 
energy  available  to  the  citizens  of  st .  george,  the  warner  valley 
Power  Plant  will  more  than  double  the  existing  tax  ease  in  Washington 
County.  The  project  will  create  employment  opportunities,  keep 
some  of  our  young  people  in  the  local  area,  and  make  more  funds 
available  to  Washington  County  for  developing  roads,  financing 
schools  and  doing  many  of  the  things  that  we  are  unable  to  do  at 
the  present  time  because  of  the  lack  of  funds. 

as  i  have  reviewed  the  allen-warner  valley  energy  system  environ- 
MENTAL Impact  Statement  I  have  observed  several  things  that  are 

NOT  OUITE  AS  THEY  SHOULD  BE.   As  MAYOR  OF  THE  ClTY  OF  St.  GEORGE, 

i  leave  the  technical  part  of  this  proposal  to  staff  and  consultants 
and  request  the  blm,  in  preparation  of  the  final  statement,  include 
the  changes  proposed  by  the  staff  and  consultants  of  tue  clty  of 
St.  George.  It  is  not  my  intention,  at  this  time,  to  analyze  the 
statement  and  make  suggestions  or  recommendations  as  to  the  cor- 
rections that  should  be  made  before  the  draft  is  handed  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  a  decision. 

As  we  have  progressed  in  the  preparation  of  this  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  many  questions  have  confronted  us  relative  to 
the  availability  of  water.  What  will  happen  to  ourjccnomy? 
What  will  happen  to  our  City?  What  will  happen  to  the  environ- 
ment IN  WHICH  WE  LIVE?   I  TAKE  COMFORT  IN  THE  FACT  THAT  THERE  ARE 
LAWS  WHICH  PROTECT  THE  ENVIRONMENT,  THERE  ARE  LAWS  WHICH  PROTECT 
THE  AIR  QUALITY  IN  THE  AREA,  THERE  ARE  LAWS  WHICH  TELL  US  WHAT  WE 
CAN  OR  CANNOT  DO  TO  BUILD  AN  ENVIRONMENTALLY  SOUND  ELECTRICAL 
GENERATING  UNIT.   As  MAYOR  OF  THE  ClTY  OF  ST.  GEORGE  I  AM  COMPLETELY 
AWARE  OF  THE  FACT  THAT  WE  MUST  CONFORM  TO  ALL  LAWS  AND  ALL  REQUIRE- 
MENTS OF  GOVERNMENTAL  UNITS,  FEDERAL,  STATE  AND  COUNTY  BEFORE  THIS 
PROJECT  CAN  BE  STARTED.   I  HAVE  BEEN  ADVISED  THAT  THERE  WILL  HE 


VE  Response  3-2 

BLM  concurs  with  your  assessment,  as  shown  in  the  Tax  Base  and  Employ- 
ment and  Income  sections.  Socioeconomics  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 
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approximately  100  permits  required  prom  various  agencies  of 
government  before  he  can  make  a  construction  start. 

he  believe  that  there  are  no  insurmountable  obstacles  that 
prohibit  the  construction  of  the  allen-warner  valley  energy 
System.  We  see  nothing  but  good  for  the  economy  of  this  area 
and  for  the  people  who  live  in  southwestern  utah  and  at  the  same 
time  make  available  to  other  western  states  a  source  of  needed 
electrical  energy  for  their  citizens, 

There  will  be  some  who  object  to  exporting  electrical  energy  made 
by  using  Utah  water  and  Utah  coal.  It  is  appropriate  for  all  of 
us  to  remember  that  Utah,  like  other  western  states,  is  an  export 

STATE  AND  THE  FACT  THAT  WE  EXPORT  ELECTRICAL  ENERGY  IS  NO  DIFFERENT 
FROM  THE  FACT  THAT  WE  EXPORT  COPPER,  AGRICULTURAL  PRODUCTS,  PETRO- 
LEUM PRODUCTS  OR  ANY  ONE  OF  A  NUMBER  OF  THINGS  THAT  ARE  SHIPPED  OUT 

OF  THE  STATE  OF  UTAH.   By  THE  SAME  TOKEN  WE  IMPORT  FROM  OUTSIDE  OUR 
J> 

l»>  area  just  about  everything  we  use  including  the  fruits,  vegetables 

and  other  commodities  that  come  into  utah  from  the  california  area. 

it  is  not  my  purpose  in  being  at  this  meeting  to  go  into  a  lengthy 
exhortation  about  the  proposal,  only  to  state  to  you  that  we  are 
delighted  to  work  cooperatively  with  the  california  utilities  and 
the  Nevada  Utility  in  bringing  to  completion  the  Allen-Warner 
Valley  Energy  System, 

He  extend  an  invitation  to  all  of  you  to  visit  southern  Utah  and 
see  the  area  where  the  plant  is  proposed  to  be  located,  the  reser- 
VOIR SITE,  AND  THE  COAL  MINE.   We  EXTEND  THIS  INVITATION  SO  THAT 

you  will  be  fully  aware  of  the  circumstances  and  the  area.  i 
appreciate  the  opportunity  of  meeting  with  you  today  and  look 
forward  to  seeing  many  of  you  in  southern  utah  as  the  allen-warner 
Valley  Energy  Project  moves  forward. 


Las  Vegas  Public  Hearing 
Speaker 

1.  John  Arlidge*,  Nevada  Power  Company 

2.  Tim  Carlson,  Nevada  Development  Authority 

3.  Rudger  M.  McArthur*,  Speaking  on  behalf  of  Mayor  James  Grey  Larkin,  St. 
George,  Utah 

4.  Mel  Exber*,  Nevada  Resort  Association 

5.  Jim  Sterling,  Mojave  County  Board  of  Supervisors 

6.  Michael  Naylor,  Clark  County  Health  District 

7.  Michael  Ostanik*,  Speaking  on  behalf  of  Preston  Tom,  Moapa  Indian 
Reservation 

8.  Jeff  van  Ee 

9.  J.  G,  Tryon 

10.  Paul  Thompson 

11.  Gerald  Jones 

12.  Scott  Page,  Sierra  Club 

13.  J.  C.  Denny,  Speaking  on  behalf  of  Bob  Broadbent,  Clark  County  Sani- 
tation District 

14.  Gerald  Jones 

15.  Bill  Hernstadt 
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1.  John  Arlidqe,  Las  Vegas  Testimony 

LVT  Comment  1-1 

Ultimately,  through  recapture,  100  percent  of  the  energy  in  the  Allen 
station  will  be  used  in  southern  Nevada.  The  recapture  provisions  associated 
with  the  Allen  station  will  provide  for  Nevada  Power  to  recapture  additional 
power  over  its  original  8  percent  entitlement,  beginning  1999. 

Cost  of  power  on  recapture  will  be  based  on  generation  constructed  with 
dollars  spent  in  1980.  A  very  definite  benefit  to  our  customers. 

Further  benefit  will  be  derived  by  our  community  through  the  purchase  of 
sewage  effluent  from  the  Las  Vegas  Wash  area.  The  purchase  of  sewage  efflu- 
ent should  reduce  the  burden  of  costs  to  the  citizens  of  the  modern  sewage 
facilities  now  under  construction  in  the  area. 

Also,  as  pointed  out  in  your  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  the  in- 
creased tax  base  could  be  extremely  beneficial,  especially  to  —  and  in  view 
of  the  low  level  of  incremental  impacts  on  existing  services  that  would  be 
generated  by  the  project. 

Development  of  the  Energy  System  will  have  little  or  no  adverse  impact 
on  the  Las  Vegas  Basin  area.  Planning  and  community  coordination  by  our 
company  has  mitigated  to  maximum  extent  possible  any  adverse  socioeconomic 
and  aesthetic  impacts  anticipated  by  the  development  of  the  project. 

LVT  Response  1-1 

Your  comments  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 

For  the  remainder  of  the  John  Arlidge  Las  Vegas  Testimony  refer  to 
Victorvil le  Exhibit  1. 

2.  Tim  Carlson,  Las  Vegas  Testimony 

LVT  Comment  2-1 

The  immediate  need  for  the  2,000  megawatt  Harry  Allen  powerplant  is 
exemplified  by  the  power  consumption  record  set  last  Friday  at  the  Nevada 
Power  Company.  A  power  record  of  1,418  megawatts,  55  megawatts  below  the  net 
generating  capabilities  of  the  utility,  and  32  megawatts  above  the  year's 
projected  demand. 

To  put  this  figure  in  the  better  perspective,  one  should  look  at  histor- 
ical and  projected  demographics  of  the  southern  Nevada  area.  / 

In  1970,  some  two  thousand  seven  hundred  and  --  273,000  persons  were 
counted  by  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau  as  residents  of  the  area. 

In  1980,  that  figure  already  leaped  to  approximately  450,000,  or  an 
increase  of  64  percent. 

By  the  year  2000,  growth  forecasts  put  southern  Nevada's  population 
around  one  million.  For  an  increase  of  —  over  1980  ~  of  a  hundred  and 
twenty-two  percent. 


Obviously,  this  large  influx  of  people  will  need  increasingly  greater 
amounts  of  electrical  power  to  carry  on  routine  functions,  both  at  home  and 
at  their  places  of  work. 

To  deny  these  people's  need  by  approving  anything  less  than  the  appli- 
cant's proposal  of  the  full  2,500  megawatt  generating  capacity,  could 
severely  restrict  their  personal  and  economic  well-being,  as  well  as  the 
entire  growth  of  the  southern  Nevada  economy. 

As  a  popular  tourist-oriented  destination,  Las  Vegas  visitor  figures 
have  climbed  steadily  over  the  years,  creating  an  ever-increasing  power 
demand  to  satisfy  the  wants  and  expectations  of  our  welcome  non-residents. 

Last  year  alone,  more  than  11  and  a  half  million  tourists  visited  Clark 
County,  a  72  percent  increase  over  the  1970  figure,  generating  over  4.4 
billion  dollars  into  the  local  economy. 

With  thousands  of  new  hotel  and  motel  rooms  on  the  drawing  boards  and  an 
expansion  of  McCarran  International  Airport  to  handle  nearly  30  million 
passengers  annually  by  the  year  2000,  it  is  easy  to  see  the  adverse  impact  of 
the  local  economy  if  limitations  are  placed  on  the  Nevada  Power  Company's 
ability  to  generate  enough  electrical  —  electricity  during  the  next  few 
decades. 

Equally  important  is  the  need  to  supply  enough  power  to  industrial 
customers  in  the  coming  years,  since  southern  Nevada  is  becoming  more  and 
more  attractive  to  companies  wanting  to  expand  or  relocate  their  operations 
in  an  attractive  sunbelt  city. 

LVT  Response  2-1 

According  to  information  received  by  BLH  from  NPC,  the  utility's  capac- 
ity to  meet  peak  demand  is  1,573  MW.  Thus  the  peak  reached  by  NPC  on  July 
25,  1980  was  155  MW  below  their  capacity. 

As  to  the  need  for  power,  refer  to  the  revised  Purpose  and  Need  of 
Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS. 

LVT  Comment  2-2 

In  considering  the  necessity  of  constructing  powerplants  capable  of 
producing  2,500  megawatts,  serious  thought  should  be  given  to  the  socio- 
economic impact  of  the  MX  missile  project,  which  may  very  well  locate  its 
main  operation  at  Coyote  Springs/Kane  Springs,  some  fifty  miles  northeast  of 
the  Las  Vegas  area. 

This  one  project  alone  could  result  in  drawing  to  the  Las  Vegas  area 
well  over  a  hundred  thousand  new  residents  during  the  next  decade,  not  to 
mention  new  manufacturing,  distribution,  and  service  industries  necessary  for 
the  construction  and  eventual  operation  of  the  MX  missile  System. 

The  Authority  already  is  working  with  four  major  contractors  involved  in 
the  project  which  would  be  large  power  users,  provided  they  decide  to  locate 
new  operations  in  southern  Nevada.  And  one  point,  provided  that  there  is 
sufficient  power  in  the  future. 


It  should  be  readily  apparent  that  with  the  natural  growth  of  the  local 
population,  coupled  with  the  anticipated  growth,  through  the  MX  missile 
project,  rauch  greater  electrical  generating  capacity  is  desperately  needed  in 
the  coming  years  to  sustain  and  enhance  the  success  of  economic  and  indus- 
trial growth  in  southern  Nevada  without  the  threat  of  power  shortages. 

Approval  oi  the  applicant's  proposal  would  not  only  insure  this  goal  of 
satisfactorily  meeting  the  current  projected  needs  of  the  Nevada  Power  cus- 
tomers, but  also  would  negate  the  need  for  future  time-consuming  and  cost- 
consuming  procedures  involved  in  the  reviewing,  permitting,  and  construction 
of  an  alternative  plant,  which  eventually  would  be  needed  to  supplement 
anything  less  than  the  proposed  2,500  megawatt  project. 

LVT  Response  2-2 

The  locating  of  the  MX  system  near  Las  Vegas  would  have  a  socioeconomic 
impact  on  the  region.  Therefore,  a  project-specific  EIS  is  being  prepared  by 
the  U.S.  Air  Force.  All  possible  and  probable  impacts  of  basing  this  system 
in  Nevada  and  Utah  should  be  included  in  that  EIS,  including  consideration  of 
related  electrical  power  needs.  The  Allen-Warner  Valley  energy  system  has 
not  been  proposed  for,  nor  power  allocated  to  the  MX  system.  Power  alloca- 
tion among  the  AWV  participants  is  explained  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS. 

3.  Rudger  M.  McArthur,  Las  Vegas  Testimony 
Refer  to  Victorville  Exhibit  3. 

4.  Max  Exber,  Las  Vegas  Testimony 
Refer  to  Las  Vegas  Exhibit  1. 

5.  Jim  Sterling,  Las  Vegas  Testimony 

LVT  Comment  5-1 

But  looking  through  the  Impact  Study,  for  some  reason  or  another,  they 
kind  of  forgot  Arizona.  But  we  are  there.  We're  on  the  other  side  of  the 
border  down  below  the  crack,  or  whatever  you  want  to  say. 

LVT  Response  5-1 

Arizona  is  referred  to  infreguently  in  the  EIS  because  there  would  be  no 
Arizona  utilities  participating  in  the  project,  and  no  powerplant  sites  are 
proposed  in  Arizona  in  the  AWV  energy  system. 

Impacts  to  Arizona  would  result  primarily  from  the  transportation  of 
coal  by  truck  from  the  Alton  coal  lease  area  should  Alternative  3  be  chosen. 
Refer  to  the  Coal  Transport  System  section  under  Alternative  3  in  Chapter  2 
and  the  Land  Use,  Land  Use  Plans  and  Controls  section  under  Alternative  3  in 
Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of  the  potential  impacts. 

LVT  Comment  5-2 

The  Mojave  County  Board  of  Supervisors  has  endorsed  this  project  whole- 
heartedly since  the  beginning.  We  were  informed  about  it  and  the  people  have 
kept  us  well  informed  on  it,  on  the  project. 


We  will  just  go  on  record  to  say  that  with  the  need  of  coal  power  today, 
for  our  energy  source,  we  have  to  use  it.  We  need  it.  And  we  hope  everybody 
is  100  percent  behind  this  project,  like  the  people  in  Mojave  County  that 
will  not  benefit  from  this  at  all. 

LVT  Response  5-2 

Your  comments  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making  process. 

6.  Michael  Naylor,  Las  Vegas  Testimony 

Refer  to  the  response  to  Letter  5  for  a  discussion  of  comments  presented 
in  this  testimony. 

7.  Michael  Ostanik,  Las  Vegas  Testimony 
Refer  to  Las  Vegas  Exhibit  2. 

8.  Jeff  van  Ee,  Las  Vegas  Testimony 

LVT  Comment  8-1 

My  name  is  Jeff  van  Ee.  I  am  an  electrical  engineer  who's  lived  in  this 
community  for  eight  years.  And  I've  watched  it  grow  and  I've  benefitted  in 
some  of  the  things  that  are  associated  with  its  growth. 

I  certainly  am  in  favor  of  this  community  having  an  abundant  supply  of 
electricity  to  continue  growing  in  the  future. 

But  I  think  one  thing  that's  been  lost  in  the  testimony  tonight,  and  I 
think  one  thing  that  really  hasn't  been  emphasized  as  it  should  in  the  draft 
EIS,  is  the  potential  for  energy  conservation. 

The  Las  Vegas  community  has  one  of  the  highest  per  capita  consumption 
rates  of  electricity  in  the  nation. 

And  it's  been  mentioned  earlier  tonight  that  California  has  been  our 
close  neighbor  and  they've  worked  with  us  to  bring  us  money  and  give  us 
benefits  and  things  like  this. 

One  thing  that  I  think  California  is  saying  to  us  is  that  we  can  reduce 
our  consumption  rate  of  electricity.  And  they  are  in  the  process  of  doing 
that  right  now. 

The  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  and  the  Arkansas  Power  and  Light 
Company  announced  this  spring  that  they  will  provide  no-interest  loans  to 
those  people  that  would  like  to  conserve  electricity. 

They  will  send  in  an  auditor  to  look  at  a  person's  house,  recommend  that 
the  person  install  weather  stripping,  storm  windows,  further  insulation, 
things  like  this. 

I  would  like  to  see  that  emphasized  more  in  this  community. 

Nevada  Power  has  taken  steps  to  reduce  the  conservation  —  I'm  sorry  — 
reduce  the  power  that  people  use,  but  I  don't  feel  that  it's  as  effective  as 
the  measures  that  are  being  imposed  in  California  right  now. 
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And  I  think  before  this  community  gets  involved  in  building  a  large 
plant  with  the  financing  of  that  plant  being  paid  for  by  present  consumers  of 
electricity,  I  think  the  utility  here  should  work  with  the  consumers  to  try 
to  reduce  their  monthly  power  bill  through  conservation. 

Again,  I  emphasize  the  no-interest  loans  which  many  utilities  are  look- 
ing at  as  one  way  to  do  that. 

Another  significant  event,  I  think,  is  that  the  California  legislature 
appears  to  be  about  ready  to  pass  a  bill  that  will  mandate  energy  conserva- 
tion in  existing  hones  in  California.  And,  of  course,  much  of  the  electric- 
ity from  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  System  will  go  to  California. 

1  think  that  this  potential  passage  of  this  bill  should  be  looked  at. 
It's  estimated  that  AB3046  would  produce  a  30  percent  savings  in  energy  use 
in  the  residential  sector. 

And,  again,  I  think  if  the  politicians  in  this  state  and  the  utility 
company  get  behind  the  idea  of  upgrading  the  insulation  in  the  homes  in  Las 
Vegas,  not  only  would  the  utility  benefit,  business  would  benefit,  but,  more 
importantly,  your  average  home  owner  would  benefit  with  reduced  bills. 

LVT  Response  8-1 

Refer  to  Alternative  Electrical  Energy  Sources  section  in  Chapter  2  and 
the  Development  of  Alternative  Energy  Sources  section  in  Chapter  4  of  the 
final  EIS  for  a  discussion  concerning  these  comments. 

LVT  Comment  8-2 

There's  been  some  talk  about  the  jobs  that  constructing  the  Allen-Warner 
Valley  plant  would  bring.  Again,  I  would  like  to  emphasize  that  there  would 
be  more  jobs  in  upgrading  existing  houses  than  there  would  be  in  constructing 
the  Allen-Warner  through  conservation. 

LVT  Response  8-2 

Refer  to  the  Socioeconomics  section  under  Alternative  5  of  Chapter  4  in 
the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of  this  concern. 

LVT  Comment  8-3 

One  question  I  have  --  well,  a  few  questions  that  I  have,  is  why  the 
continued  phase  build  up  of  the  Reid  Gardner  plant  was  excluded  in  the  EIS. 

Looking  in  the  appendix,  it  seemed  like  that  option  was  viable  in  many 
cases  and,  yet,  for  some  reason,  it  wasn't  considered. 

I  realize  the  question  of  tax  utility  rate  structure,  getting  into  the 

issue  is  somewhat  complicated,  but  it  would  be  nice  to  provide  in  the  final 

EIS  a  more  definitive  statement  on  why  that  was  not  looked  at  or  examined  in 
more  detail. 

LVT  Response  8-3 

The  Reid  Gardner  powerplant  is  currently  being  expanded  with  an  addi- 
tional 250-HW  generating  unit  that  will  bring  it  up  to  550  HW  of  total  net 
generating  capacity.  This  is  the  greatest  size  to  which  it  could  be  built 
and  still  meet  air  quality  standards.   The  Reid  Gardner  powerplant  and  the 


cumulative  effects  to  air  quality  are  discussed  in  the  Air  Quality  section 
under  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 

LVT  Comment  8-4 

It  seems  to  me  that  one  thing  that  is  lacking  in  the  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  is,  again,  the  analysis  of  the -energy  use  throughout  the 
region.  And  I  understand  that  what  people  are  really  waiting  for  is  to  see 
what  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  says.  How  much  energy  does 
California  need? 

But  I  think  with  the  talk  of  a  powerplant  in  Ely,  which  was  mentioned  in 
the  EIS,  with  a  powerplant  in  the  California  desert,  with  those  kind  of 
activities,  it  would  be  nice  to  see  how  --  a  little  more  definitively,  how 
the  Allen-Warner  Valley  System  fits  into  the  whole  regional  energy  mix. 

LVT  Response  8-4 

Discussions  concerning  the  purpose  of  AWV  in  the  energy  mix  of  the 
participating  utilities  are  included  in  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed 
Project  and  the  Interrelated  Projects  sections  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS. 

LVT  Comment  8-5 

It  was  mentioned  --  some  mention  was  made  of  the  impact  that  the  Warner 
Valley  powerplant  might  have  on  Zion  National  Park.  And  the  focus  of  the 
concern  seems  to  be  on  the  plume  itself,  at  the  moment.  But  I  would  like  to 
emphasize  that  a  powerplant  plume  can  disperse  in  an  area  over  a  period  of 
days  before  the  next  air  mass  comes  through  and  cleans  it  out. 

And,  I  think,  this  long-term  benefit,  although  it's  hard  to  model,  it's 
hard  to  predict  what  it  should  be,  I  think  it  should  be  examined  to  see  what 
the  long-term  impact  of  the  Warner  Valley  powerplant  operating  in  that  area 
would  have  on  the  are  shed  that  does  include  Zion  National  Park. 

LVT  Response  8-5 

Long-term  (annual)  concentrations  would  be  well  within  Class  I  standards. 
The  primary  concern  would  be  short-term  effects  during  stagnation  episodes 
which  could  lead  to  visibility  deterioration  or  possible  Class  I  violations. 
Long-term  effects  are  very  difficult  to  measure,  but  it  appears  that  no 
long-term  adverse  effects  would  occur. 

LVT  Comment  8-6 

One  other  thing  that  I  think  should  be  considered,  it  should  be  made 
note  of,  is  that  the  solar  energy  is  not  being  emphasized  in  Las  Vegas,  and 
many  people  would  laugh  at  such  a  thing,  but  it's  very  interesting  to  see 
that  some  California  utilities,  again,  are  taking  the  lead  and  they  have 
recently  signed  an  agreement  with  Westinghouse  Electric  Company  to  produce 
photovoltaic  cells  and  they  expect  by  the  end  of  the  1980's  to  have  the  cost 
of  solar  power  down  to  60  cents  per  watt,  via  this  process. 

And  I  might  also  mention  that  the  Federal  government  is  trying  to  force 
the  cost  of  solar  power  down  to  the  50-cent-per-watt  level  by  19  —  by  the 
late  1980' s. 

So  even  though  it  may  not  be  that  viable  at  this  tioe,  I  think  in  the 
late  1980's,  when  people  in  Nevada  —  and  Nevada  having  an  abundant  supply  of 


sunshine  --  when  people  are  looking  for  electricity,  it  might  be  worthwhile 
to  consider  that  source. 

LVT  Response  8-6 

Refer  to  the  Existing  Legislation  and  Incentives  Favoring  Conservation 
and  the  Development  of  Alternative  Resources  sections  in  Chapter  3,  and  the 
Impacts  of  Major  Concern  section  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  for  a  discus- 
sion of  your  comments. 

9.   J.  G.  Tyron,  Las  Vegas  Testimony 

LVT  Comment  9-1 

I  believe  that  Alternative  5,  as  sketched  in  the  draft  EIS  is  technic- 
ally possible,  but  must  state  the  opinion  that  it  is  economically  and  polit- 
ically impossible.  And  not  an  alternative. 

It  certainly  is  desirable  that  we  make  substantial  reductions  in  per 
capita  energy  demand.  It  certainly  is  desirable  that  we  go  on  with  construc- 
tion of  solar  sources. 

But  we  just  cannot  expect  that  conservation  and  solar  will  replace  this 
project. 

Concerning  conservation,  it  would  appear  to  me  that  the  kind  of  reduc- 
tions that  would  actually  make  it  possible  to  replace  this  project  would  have 
to  have  the  strongest  sort  of  incentives  behind  them.  For  example,  that  they 
would  have  to  have  mandatory  installation  of  all  residences  by  law.  For 
example,  they  would  have  to  have  such  incentives  as  a  mandatory  20  percent 
reduction  in  the  power  drawn  by  large  buildings,  such  as  hotels.  This  is  a 
matter  for  the  legislature.  I  do  not  believe  that  it  is  politically  possible 
to  accomplish  it.  Again,  the  sort  of  incentive  that  might  accomplish  these 
savings  would  be  a  doubling  or  tripling  of  energy  rates  of  what  consumers  pay 
for  energy.  To  advocate  Alternative  5,  it  seems  to  me,  is  to  advocate  such 
incentives  as  I  have  sketched.   I  do  not  believe  that  these  are  appropriate. 

LVT  Response  9-1 

For  the  implementation  of  Alternative  5  to  be  possible,  a  switch  in 
priorities  and  attitudes  of  individuals  and  local  and  State  governments  would 
be  required.  BLM  acknowledges  that  implementation  of  that  alternative  would 
be  beyond  the  responsibility  and  authority  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior; 
however,  it  is  included  in  the  EIS  to  provide  perspective  on  the  overall 
energy  situation  related  to  the  proposal.  NEPA  and  the  CEQ  regulations 
require  that  EISs  include  alternatives  even  though  they  may  be  outside  of  the 
lead  agencies'  jurisdicton  to  implement.  In  the  decision  making  process,  BLM 
can  lend  support  to  such  agencies  as  CPUC  in  the  sense  that  any  rights-of- 
ways  issued  should  be  consistent  with  an  overall  development  program  which 
may  include  conservation. 

LVT  Comment  9-2 

Concerning  solar  technology  —  and  I  am  putting  my  professional  efforts 
into  solar  technology  and  related  fields  —  I  simply  have  to  report  that  it 
isn't  far  enough  along  to  replace  this  project  in  the  1999  and  2000  year 
scale. 


The  Barstow  Project,  for  example,  hopes  to  have  spinning  turbines  in 
1981.  But  that  doesn't  mean  that  we'll  have  a  developed  technology  of  — 
suitable  for  something  of  the  scale  of  the  Allen-Warner. 

Generally,  it's  possible  to  triple,  or  perhaps  multiply  by  10,  the  scale 
of  a  project  in  each  generation.  Okay. 

The  Barstow  Project  is  a  10  megawatt  project.  That  means  to  get  up  to 
the  2000  plus  size  of  Allen-Warner  will  take  at  least  three  generations  and 
perhaps  more.  A  generation  takes  five  years.  So  that  we're  talking  about  a 
time  scale  of,  oh,  15  years  or  more  before  the  technology  suitable  for  the 
Allen-Warner  Project  might  be  ready. 

And  there  are  so  many  uncertainties  in  the  development  of  any  great 
engineering  effort.  One  in  the  solar  business  is  storage.  We  simply  don't 
have  in  sight  good  storage  schemes. 

Now,  the  Allen-Warner  project  is  a  base  load  project.  If  we're  going  to 
build  solar  plants  to  substitute  for  it,  we  are  going  to  have  to  have  storage. 
This  simply  is  not  yet  in  the  foreseeable  planning. 

Again,  concerning  the  possibility  of  solar  used  in  buildings.  Solar  can 
heat  well.  We  can  heat  our  buildings  well  with  solar.  It's  more  or  less 
economically  feasible. 

But  the  great  load  in  the  Las  Vegas  area  is  cooling.  And  solar-powered 
cooling  shows  no  signs  of  being  economic  in  the  time  scale  that  we  are  talk: 
ing  about. 

LVT  Response  9-2 

Direct  solar  energy  sources  would  play  a  relatively  small  part  of  Alter- 
native 5  should  it  be  implemented  in  the  1985  to  2000  time  frame  (e.g.,  only 
120  MW  of  capacity  by  the  year  1991  for  the  California  utilities).  The 
principal  use  of  solar  energy  would  be  in  active  and  passive  technology  of 
space  and  water  heating,  lighting,  etc. 


10. 


Paul  Thompson,  Las  Vegas  Testimony 


LVT  Comment  10-1 

For  the  past  several  years,  I  and  many  people  I  have  seen  from  southern 
Nevada,  Arizona,  California,  Utah,  and  across  the  nation,  have  participated 
as  kayakers,  canoers,  and  rafters,  enjoying  the  wild,  scenic,  and  freeflowing 
beauty  of  the  Virgin  River  from  the  border  of  --  southern  border  of  Zion 
National  Park,  for  many  miles  to  Mesquite,  Nevada  at  the  base  of  the  lower 
gorge  of  the  Virgin  River. 

I  feel  that  the  draft  EIS  has  neglected  the  economic  benefits  derived 
from  the  attraction  of  this  river. 

We,  as  area  residents,  are  concerned  and  realize  that  tourism  is  a 
viable  part  of  our  economy,  of  our  well-being.  And  it  is  not  unusual  for 
rivers  in  this  country  to  attract,  annually,  upwards  of  100,000  paddlers  to  a 
river. 


-p- 


LVT  Response  10-1 

The  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  sections  in  Chapter  3  and  under  Alterna- 
tives 1  through  4  in  Chapter  4  are  revised  to  reflect  your  comments  in  the 
final  EIS. 

11.  Gerald  Jone",  Las  Vegas  Testimony 

LVT  Comment  11-1 

I  really  and  truly  believe  that  we  need  the  energy.  And  I'd  like  to 
compliment  Nevada  Power  Company  for  —  one,  for  the  time  and  effort,  and  the 
tremendous  amount  of  money  that  they've  put  into  the  project,  and  the  fact 
that  they  realized  10,  15  years  ago  and  have  been  working  on  it  ever  since. 

And  I  think  that  they've  tried  to  come  along  and  do  their  best  part,  I 
think,  to  get  it  into  action  here. 

Also,  there's  been  a  little  comment  on  the  opposite  side  and  maybe  we 
can  just  go  ahead  and  insulate  our  houses  heavier  and  forget  about  that. 
Everybody  would,  and  that  will  handle  the  whole  situation.  But  that's  not 
going  to  help  too  much  on  light  industry  coming  in  here.  And  the  light 
industry  we  do  need.  That's  about  the  size  of  the  story. 

We  do  need  the  work  out  here.  And  I  speak  for  most  of  the  buildings 
trades.  It  would  be  a  big  boom  to  us  and  help  us  to  stay  in  the  area, 
whereas  a  lot  of  us  are  beginning  to  suffer  to  a  degree  where  we  are  going  to 
have  to  leave  if  we  don't  get  some  type  of  work  that  will  be  a  help  and 
supplement  us  here. 

LVT  Response  11-1 

Your  comments  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process.  Both  the  primary  and  secondary  impacts  on  employment  and  income  are 
addressed  in  Appendix  17  of  the  final  EIS. 

12.  Scott  Page,  Las  Vegas  Testimony 

LVT  Comment  12-1 

The  Sierra  Club,  our  local  group,  would  like  to  go  on  record  as  support- 
ing Alternative  5  laid  out  in  the  draft  Environmental  Statement. 

I  won't  quote  a  lot  of  statistics,  but  I  personally  have  read  of  some 
statistics  that  support  that  proposition  that  approximately  half  the  power  in 
the  United  States  could  be  saved  through  conservation. 

I  believe  that,  as  a  general  point  --  I  think  the  environmental  trade- 
offs involved  in  constructing  this  system  would  far  exceed  the  advantages. 

LVT  Response  12-1 

Your  comment  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 

LVT  Comment  12-2 

I  don't  believe  that  Nevada  Power  has  successfully  demonstrated  the  need 
for  as  much  generating  capacity  as  they  are  proposing. 


LVT  Response  12-2 

The  NPC  electrical  energy  needs  are  verified  by  the  Nevada  Public  Serv- 
ice Commission.  Refer  to  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in 
Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS  for  more  information  on  this  matter. 

LVT  Comment  12-3 

The  direct  threats  from  the  development  of  the  Alton  coal  field  which, 
again,  would  fuel  Allen-Warner  Valley,  include  dust  from  mining  operations 
which  could  pollute  the  area  within  the  park,  violating  the  Class  1  air 
qual ity  standards. 

Visibility  in  and  near  Bryce  could  be  reduced  as  much  as  60  percent. 

Overlooks  from  the  rim  of  the  Paunsaugunt  Plateau  provides  views  both 
east  and  south  which,  in  some  cases,  stretch  as  much  as  180  miles.  Sotr.e  of 
the  cleanest  air  in  the  nation,  we  are  talking  about. 

Surface  mining  operations  could  constitute  an  industrial  intrusion  into 
the  vistas  from  the  southern  part  of  the  park.  Mining  equipment  truck  traf- 
fic, open  pits,  partially  revegetated  areas,  and  altered  ground  contours 
could  clearly  be  seen  in  the  park  itself. 

Even  in  areas  where  mining  operations  themselves  could  not  be  seen,  dust 
plumes  would  be  visible. 

LVT  Response  12-3 

Refer  to  Letter  Response  22-7. 

LVT  Comment  12-4 

Blasting  at  the  mine  site  could  cause  seismic  waves  in  air  pressure 
which  would  damage  rock  formations  inside  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park. 

LVT  Response  12-4 

Refer  to  Letter  Response  21-1  concerning  updated  studies  of  blasting 
impacts  on  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park. 

LVT  Comment  12-5 

The  use  of  non-native  species  to  revegetate  mine  areas  may  result  in  the 
establishment  of  new  species  in  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park,  which  is  bound  to 
have  some  effect  on  our  ecosystem. 

LVT  Response  12-5 

Some  species  which  are  not  native  to  the  area  currently  occur  in  Bryce 
Canyon  National  Park.  As  stated  in  the  Vegetation:  Species  of  Concern  sec- 
tion under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS,  the  introduction  of 
additional  exotic  species  into  the  area  could  further  alter  the  natural 
character  of  the  park. 

LVT  Comment  12-6 

The  coal  mine  could  disrupt  the  migration  pattern  of  wildlife,  such  as 
mule  deer,  that  freely  move  into  the  park  from  the  winter  range  below. 


LVT  Response  12-6 

The  development  of  the  Alton  coal  lease  area  would  partially  block  a 
mule  deer  migration  route.  However,  only  300  to  400  acre  areas  would  be 
mined  annually,  and  this  would  not  significantly  restrict  mule  deer  migration 
from  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park  to  their  winter  range. 

LVT  Comment  12-7 

If  attempts  to  revegetate  the  Alton  area  fail,  the  view  south  from  Bryce 
Canyon  National  Park  could  be  permanently  scarred  by  soil  erosion,  loss  of 
vegetation,  and  blowing  clouds  of  dust  from  the  bare  soil. 

LVT  Response  12-7 

All  precautionary  measures  to  insure  success  of  revegetation  efforts 
would  be  taken.  As  discussed  in  the  Vegetation  section  in  Chapter  4  of  the 
final  EIS,  proper  seedbed  preparation,  fertilizers,  and  other  necessary 
methods  would  be  used  in  assuring  successful  revegetation. 

LVT  Comment  12-8 

In  addition  to  air  quality  threats  posed  to  Bryce  Canyon  and  Zion  Canyon, 
surface  mine  operations  at  Alton  --  and  to  Zion  National  Park  --  by  emissions 
from  the  Warner-Valley  powerplant,  present  modeling  tests  for  the  Allen  plant 
indicate  existence  of  allowable  sulphur  dioxide  increments  and  the  annual 
nitrogen  oxide  standards  for  Las  Vegas  itself. 

Las  Vegas  is  presently  designated  as  a  non-attainment  air  quality  area. 
And,  therefore,  further  degradation  of  air  quality  won't  be  allowed  in  the 
Las  Vegas  valley. 

LVT  Response  12-8 

As  stated  in  the  Air  Quality  section  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  of 
the  final  £15,  Class  II  PSD  standards  for  SO,  may  be  violated  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  proposed  Harry  Allen  powerplant.  However,  the  annual  NO,  standards 
would  not  be  violated  (table  4-4  in  the  final  EIS).  Las  Vegas  is  In  a  nonat- 
tainment  area  for  particulates,  carbon  monoxide,  and  ozone.  Modeling  studies 
have  shown  that  the  proposed  Harry  Allen  powerplant  would,  not  contribute  to 
any  violation  of  the  NAAQS  for  any  pollutant  in  the  Las  Vegas  nonattainment 
area. 

LVT  Comment  12-9 

Additionally,  the  fish  and  wildlife  suffers  as  water  that  is  essential 
habitat  for  the  survival  of  the  endangered  woundfin  minnow  and  roundtail 
chub,  both  being  on  the  endangered  species  list,  could  be  jeopardized  by 
changing  the  flow  of  the  Virgin  River. 

LVT  Response  12-9 

The  woundfin  minnow  is  the  only  species  officially  listed  as  endangered 
in  the  Virgin  River.  The  Virgin  River  roundtail  chub  has  been  proposed  for 
listing,  but  information  concerning  this  species  is  limited.  According  to 
the  USFWS  biological  opinion,  (Appendix  15  in  the  final  EIS)  the  continued 
existence  of  the  woundfin  minnow  would  be  jeopardized  by  development  of  the 
proposed  water  project. 


LVT  Comment  12-10 

Both  the  U.S.  General  Accounting  Office  and  the  California  Energy  Com- 
mission must  approve  sites  for  new  powerplants  in  California  and  have  con- 
cluded that  the  growth  rates  for  electrical  demand  projected  by  Pacific  Gas  & 
Electric  and  California  Edison  overstate  the  growth  and  demand  which  is 
likely  to  occur. 

The  claims  are  that  California's  demand  for  electricity  will  grow  at 
only  1.8  percent  over  the  --  a  year  over  the  next  decade  and  not  by  3.5 
percent  predicted  by  the  utilities. 

LVT  Response  12-10 

Refer  to  the  updated  discussion  of  the  energy  needs  of  the  California 
utilities  in  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of 
the  final  EIS. 

13.  J.  C.  Denny,  Las  Vegas  Testimony 

LVT  Comment  13-1 

If  I  may  continue,  then,  we,  as  a  general  rule,  consistently  support 
economic  development  within  the  county,  particularly  projects  which  have 
large,  positive  socioeconomic  impacts,  like  the  Allen  project. 

The  creation  of  over  200  permanent  employment  opportunities,  with  direct 
earnings  in  excess  of  $5  million  each  year,  combined  with  tax  revenues  of  $11 
million  annually,  must  be  considered  as  a  positive  impact  on  Clark  County. 

LVT  Response  13-1 

Your  comments  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process.  Refer  to  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chap- 
ter 1,  and  Impacts  to  Clark  County  and  its  Communities  section  under  Socio- 
economics, Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of 
your  comments. 

14.  Gerald  Jones,  Las  Vegas  Testimony 

LVT  Comment  14-1 

If  they  didn't  use  the  water  for  the  Warner  System,  then  what  would  they 
do  with  it?   Send  it  down  to  Lake  Mead  and  put  the  ammonia  in  the  lake? 

So  it's  kind  of  interesting.  Maybe  the  sun  would  bring  it  back  out  of 
the  water  and  drop  it  on  down,  anyway. 

That  seems  like  not  very  viable  to  me. 

LVT  Response  14-1 

Presently  the  effluent  from  the  Las  Vegas  treatment  plants  is  discharged 
into  Las  Vegas  Wash. 

15.  Bill  Hernstadt,  Las  Vegas  Testimony 

LVT  Comment  15-1 

I  would  point  out  that  unless  we  want  to  hang  out  a  no-growth  sign  in 
this  community,  that  continuing  sources  of  power  are  a  requirement  of  life  in 
this  area. 


We  could  not  stand  to  live  in  a  hundred  and  fourteen  degree  heat  with 
rotating  blackouts  going  two  hours,  if  we  were  stretched  beyond  our  capacity. 
And  that  is  a  potentially  life-threatening  situation,  if  it  got  to  that 
point.  And  we  do  have  to  have  reliable  and  adequate  sources  for  all  of  our 
people  here. 

While  this  facility  in  this  scheme  does  supply  power  to  California  for 
many  years,  and  then  recapture  it  after  the  year  2000,  this  allows  economies 
of  scale  and  financing  our  own  power  company  here.  While  a  fine  company,  it 
does  not  enjoy  the  credit  rating  of  the  large  California  companies.  And  by 
having  that  additional  financial  backing,  would  bring  in  the  plan  that  1990 
or  1992,  dollars  at  a  scale  that  when  we  recapture  it  after  the  year  2000,  we 
would  then  have  the  cost  at  the  time  that  it  was  constructed,  utilizing 
finances  from  other  people,  which  is  to  our  benefit. 

So  it  isn't  as  though  we  have  the  Californians  taking  advantage  of  us. 
It's  a  two-way  street.  They  are  helping  us  during  this  period  while  they  are 
doing  their  planning  to  come  in  with  plants  between  the  time  when  this  plant 
goes  into  service  and  the  time  when  we  elect  to  recapture  under  the  contract. 

I  know  that  a  facility  of  this  size  is  bound  to  have  impacts.  And  I 
trust  that  the  technical  studies  and  the  inputs  you've  gotten  that  you  can  — 
develop  it  in  such  a  way  that  the  impacts,  given  the  scale  and  size  of  the 
plant,  can  be  minimized,  that  no  one  wants  to  hurt  the  environment.  No  one 
wants  to  endanger  species  of  animals  or  anything  else. 

■P-  But  human  life  must  go  on,  and  electricity  is  critical  to  our  survival 

g         in  the  valley.  And  that  is  my  reason  for  supporting  it. 

LVT  Response  15-1 

Refer  to  the  discussion  in  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section 
in  Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS.  Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered 
in  the  decision  making  process. 


LVE© 


STATEMENT  OF  TOSITION 

on 

ALLEH-WARSER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM 

by 

NEVADA  RESORT  ASSOCIATION 

July  29,  19  30 


Hr.  Chairnan: 

Ky  name  is  Mel  Exber  and  I  am  the  President  of  The 
Nevada  Lesort  Association,  a  non-profit  corporation  which 
represents  twenty- seven  (27)  of  the  major  resort  hotels  and 
casinos  in  Southern  Nevada. 

At  the  outset,  let  me  state  that  wo  in  the  Association 
appreciate  the  opportunity  of  appearing  before  you  this  evening 
to  express  our  support  for  the  ALLEN-WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY 

SYSTE?'.. 

Ke  are  aware,  of  course,  that  certain  environmental 
groups  have  and  will  continue  to  register  opposition  to  the 
project  on  the  grounds  that:   (a)  it  will  have  an  adverse  impact 
on  the  environment  and  (b)  that  the  project  is  not  needed. 
We  respectfully  disagree. 

The  members  of  The  Nevada  Resort  Association  are 
not  insensitive  to  environmental  considerations.   On  the 
contrary,  engaged  as  we  are  in  tourism  and  gaming  we  have 
more  than  an  academic  interest  in  maintaining  an  attractive 
and  healthful  environment.   After  all,  we  are  acutely  aware 
that  our  customers  expect  it  and,  that  being  the  case,  v.e  have 
no  desire  to  jeopardize  the  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  we 
have  invested  in  facilities,  to  serve  them. 


Accordingly,  wo  arc  not  here  to  criticize  or  minimize 
environmental  concerns  but  to  urge  you  to  recommend  a  decision 
that  recognizes  the  importance  of  balancing  those  concerns 
against  other  equally-important  considerations. 

We  respectfully  suggest  that  in  order  to  make  an 
informed  judgment  the  decision  makers  must  take  notice  of  the 
fact  that  gaming  and  tourism  is  vitally  important  to  the 
State  of  Nevada.   It  is  our  number  one  industry-contributing 
in  excess  of  $100  million  in  state  gaming  tax  collections  and 
providing  direct  employment  for  more  than  100,000  of  our 
citizens.   In  Southern  Nevada  alone,  more  than  60,000  are 
employed  in  hotel/motel  gaming  and  recreational  fields. 

At  a  time  when  our  nation  is  preoccupied  with  a 
lagging  enconomy,  it  is  significant  to  remember  that  ours  is 
a  labor-intensive  industry  that  has  demonstrated  resistance 
to  downturns  in  the  economy.   Equally  significant  is  the  fact 
that  we  provide  employment  for  thousands  of  unskilled  workers 
who  otherwise  would  be  among  the  economic  disadvantaged. 

Faced  with  projections  of  continued  growth,  we  must 
prepare  for  the  future  if  we  are  to  create  the  jobs  needed  for 
our  rapidly  expanding  population.   California  must  do  likewise, 
in  that  connection,  I  might  observe  that  attempts  have  been 
made  to  downplay  the  importance  of  the  Allen-Warner  project  to 
Nevada  on  the  grounds  that  Nevada  would  be  exporting  most  of 
the  power  to  California.   We  specifically  reject  the  attitude 
that  argument  reflects.   We  have  no  interest  in  adopting  a 
•Balkan  Psychology."   To  the  contrary,  the  vast  majority  of 
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Ncvadans  recognize  the  contribution  Californians  have  made 
and  continue  to  make  to  our  economy.   Accordingly,  we  believe 
that  while  California  v/ill  initially  absorb  a  large  percentage 
of  the  power  generated,  Nevada  v/ill  benefit  in  two  ways.   First, 
by   the  economies  of  scale  which  could  not  otherwise  be  achieved 
by  Nevada  going  it  alone  and,  secondly,  by  playing  a  part  in 
the  maintenance  of  an  expanding  economy  in  our  sister  state 
which  is  our  strongest  and  most  dependable  market. 

Beyond  that,  the  Allen-Karner  project  will  assure  us 
of  power  availability  in  the  years  ahead. 

In  conclusion,  I  would  once  again  stress  that  of 
course  reasonable  environmental  requirements  should  be  met. 
In  the  final  analysis,  however,  if  it  comes  down  to  a  situation 
where  substantial  compliance  has  been  achieved,  any  doubts 
associated  with  minimal  risks  to  the  environment  should  be 
resolved  in  favor  of  proceeding  with  the  project  because  of 
its  importance  to  the  economic  well-being  of  our  state,  our 
country  and  its  people. 

Finally,  I  should  like  permission  to  file  a  copy 
of  my  prepared  statement  together  with  a  copy  of  a  resolution 
adopted  by  the  Executive  Committee  of  the  Association  on 
July  25,  1980.   That  resolution  reads  as  follows: 


Las  ve«73»  Erhibit  1 

Mt'l  E/Per,  Nevada  Resort  Association 

LVE  Response  1-1 

As  stated  in  the  final  EIS,  the  NPC  electrical  energy  needs  are  verified 
by  the  Nevada  Public  Service  Commission.  For  a  discussion  of  California 
power  needs,  refer  to  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in 
Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS. 

LVE  Response  1-2 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 


RESOLUTION 

The  following  resolution  was  unanimously  adopted 

by  the  Executive  Committee  of  the  Nevada  Resort  Association 

on  July  25,  1980. 

WHEREAS,  The  Allen-Warner  Valley  Project  will 
provide  for  the  growing  power  requirements  of  the 
States  of  California,  Nevada  and  Utah;  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  project  is  designed  to  take  advan- 
tage of  economies  of  scale  which  will  facilitate  the 
most  economic  production  of  power  for  consumers;  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  utilization  of  coal  in  the  genera- 
tion of  power  is  consistent  with  our  efforts  to  lessen 
our  dependence  on  foreign  oil  and  therefore  is  in  our 
national  interest;  and, 

WHEREAS,  reasonable  environmental  requirements 
can  be  met  by  the  project;  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  development  of  this  power  resource  is 
vitally  important  to  the  maintenance  of  full  employ- 
ment and  the  improvement  of  our  productive  capacity; 

NOW,  THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED  that  The  Nevada 
Resort  Association  hereby  authorize  its  President  to 
appear  before  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  offer 
oral  testimony  in  favor  of  the  development  of  The 
Allen-Warner  Valley  Project;  and 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  copies  of  this 
resolution  be  filed  with  said  Committee. 

IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,  I  have  caused  this  Resolution 

to  be  executed  this  28th  day  of  July,  1980. 


Don  Ashwortr 
Secretary 
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MOAPA  BAND  OF  PAIUTES 

MOAPA  RIVER   INDIAN  RESERVATION 

BOX  56 

MOAPA.  NEVADA  89025 

TELEPHONE  (7021  865-2787 


July    29,    1980 


District   Manager 

"ortar   City   District 

H jreau    of    I, and    "ananer.ent 

Post    Office    Pox    724 

Cedar    City,    UT         84720 
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Ooar    ?=  i  r  s  : 

The    ".oapa    Pand    of    Paiutes,    located    in    southern.   Nevada    65   miles 
northeast    of    Las   Vegas,     is    in    support    of    the    Nevada    Power    Company 
request    to    construct    the    Allen-Karncr   Valley    Energy    System. 

Fully    aware    of    potential    problems    associated    with    this    energy 
ayste-.,    the    Tribe    has    taken    this    position    for    the    followinq 
reasons : 

1.  The    need    for    additional    energy   resources    to   sustain   our 
southern    Nevada    corjnunit  ies  . 

2.  Limited    alternatives    for    electrical    energy    production. 

3.  The    P.eid   Gardner    generation    station,     for    the    past    15    years, 
has    been    an    immediate    neighbor    to    the    Tribe;    a    cooperative 
snirit    between    the    power    company    and    the    Tribe    has    existed. 
When    air    pollution    problems    were    identified    at    the    Reid 
Gardner   plant,    Nevada    Power    took    corrective    measures. 

he   appreciate    the   opportunity    to   provide    this    testimony   to   you. 

Sincerely, 

■O  — — 

/  %0  r~^/ 


/ 


PRESTON   TOM 
Tribal   Chairman 


Las  Vegas  Exhibit  2 

Preston  Tom,  Hoapa  Band  of  Paiutes 

Your    views    are    noted    and   will    be    considered    in   the   decision   Baking 
process. 
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Kanab  Public  Hearing 


SPEAKER 


1.  John  Arlidge*,  Nevada  Power  Company 

2.  John  K.  Little* 

3.  Caroline  Lippincott* 

4.  Mayor  James  G.  Larkin*,  St.  George,  Utah 

5.  Rudger  McArthur*,  Speaking  on  Behalf  of  G.  Murray  Webb,  Washington 
County  Commission 

6.  Steve  Mueller 

7.  Delynn  Barton,  State  Bank  of  Southern  Utah 

8.  Pat  Heidenrich*,  SOURCE 

9.  Claude  M.  Glazier,  City  of  Kanab 

10.  Steve  Schwarzbach 

11.  Merle  Adams 

12.  John  Ferrell,  Utah  International,  Inc. 

13.  Jane  Whalen,  Southwest  Resource  Council 

14.  Scott  Thorley 

15.  Donald  A.  Harris 

16.  Gordon  Anderson 

17.  Rudger  McArthur 

18.  John  K.  Little 
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1.  John  Arlidge,  Kanab  Testimony 
Refer  to  VictorviUe  Exhibit  1. 

2.  John  K.  Little,  Kanab  Testimony 
Refer  to  Kanab  Exhibit  1. 

3.  Caroline  Lippincott,  Kanab  Testimony 
Refer  to  Kanab  Exhibit  2. 

4.  James  G.  Larkin,  Kanah  Testimony 
Refer  to  VictorviUe  Exhibit  3. 

5.  Rudqer  McArthur,  Kanab  Testimony 

Refer  to  Letter  61,  Responses  61-1,  61-3,  and  61-4. 

6.  Steve  Mueller,  Kanab  Testimony 

Refer  to  the  responses  to  Letter  51  concerning  the  points  addressed  in 
this  testimony. 

7.  Delynn  Barton,  Kanab  Testimony 

KT  Comment  7-1 

As  I  reviewed  the  environmental  impact  statement,  there  are  relatively 
few  pages  of  fairly  meaningless  verbage  dealing  with  the  socioeconomic  capa- 
bilities of  the  area  and  the  reasons  why  the  population  and  economic  strength 
couldn't  be  absorbed.  The  EIS  didn't  take  into  account  the  resilient  nature 
and  inbred  determination  to  overcome  such  problems  as  they  arise  of  the 
residents  of  cur  area.  I  understand  now  from  Dr.  Little  and  his  associates 
they  are  making  a  socioeconomic  study.  Hopefully,  some  of  these  capabilities 
will  come  to  light.  Already  the  towns  and  cities  of  the  area  are  making 
improvements  necessary  for  growth  out  in  their  areas,  placing  a  new  water 
system.  Glendale  has  finished  a  new  water  system;  Orderville  and  Glendale 
conjointly  are  placing  a  new  sewer  system  into  use  presently  and  planning 
additional  water  facilities.  Kanab,  as  I  understand  it,  has  been  improving 
water  facilities  and  is  presently  planning  additional  sewage  facilities. 
Zoning  and  master  planning  is  presently  being  done  in  the  communities  in 
preparation  for  anticipated  growth.  We,  as  a  nation,  need  the  energy  buried 
in  our  area.  Kane  County  needs  the  economic  base  and  growth  and  development 
that  this  development  will  bring.  There  are  problems,  but  they  aren't  prob- 
lems that  can't  be  solved,  and  that  is  our  challenge  now. 

KT  Response  7-1 

The  study  cited  is  included  in  the  draft  Southern  Utah  Petition  Evalua- 
tion Document  (USDI ,  OSM,  1980).  Refer  to  Appendix  ll  of  the  final  EIS  for  a 
discussion  about  sewage  and  water  systems. 


8.  Pat  Heidenreich,  Kanab  Testimony 
Refer  to  Kanab  Exhibit  3. 

9.  Claude  H.    Glazier,  Kanab  Testimony 

KT  Comment  9-1 

On  several  occasions,  the  city  council  of  Kanab  in  discussing  this 
project  has  favored  the  use  of  coal  from  the  Alton  coal  field  for  a  power- 
plant.  First,  we  favor  that  the  plant  be  at  the  coal  site.  We  do  not  feel 
that  it  would,  in  any  way,  hurt  the  scenery  from  Bryce  Canyon.  If  it  is  not 
allowed  to  be  put  at  the  coal  site,  the  plant,  we  then  would  favor  that  the 
Alton  coal  be  used  and  transported  to  another  area.  We  are  on  the  record  at 
the  present  time  and  must  continue  to  be  on  the  record  as  opposing  the  use  of 
any  water  from  Kane  County  to  move  the  coal  to  another  area. 

However,  we  feel  that  the  coal  has  been  put  in  this  area  for  our  use, 
and  we  should  use  it  at  this  time  to  relieve  the  energy  crisis  that  is  upon 
us  at  this  time.  We  would  like  to  see  the  development  at  the  coal  sites,  but 
if  this  can't  be  that  way,  we  again  say  that  we  would  favor  the  use  of  the 
coal  to  be  transported  by  rail  or  truck,  but  not  using  Kane  Countv  water  to 
remove  the  coal. 

KT  Response  9-1 

The  concept  of  locating  a  powerplant  at  the  Alton  coal  lease  area  was 
considered  during  the  initial  formulation  of  alternatives,  but  was  rejected 
on  the  basis  that  it  was  not  environmentally  preferable  to  the  applicants' 
proposal.  It  was  not  specific  enough  to  permit  an  in-depth  analysis  (see 
Appendix  2  of  the  final  EIS). 

The  transportation  of  Alton  coal  to  the  Warner  Valley  and  Harry  Allen 
powerplants  by  means  other  than  coal  slurry  is  presented  in  the  Alternative  3 
scenario  in  the  final  EIS. 


10. 


Steve  Schwarzbach,  Kanab  Testimony 


KT  Comment  10-1 

In  last  Monday's  Los  Angeles  Times,  there  was  an  article  on  the  front 
page  that  referred  to  the  Warner  Valley  energy  system.  In  this  article  there 
was  some  data  from  Southern  California  Edison,  and  their  data  was  in  support 
of  the  coal-powered  plant  that  they  plan  to  build  in  California.  Of  course, 
California  won't  let  them  do  that,  even  though  they  don't  have  quite  this 
many  Class  I  areas  as  in  Utah,  they  don't  want  a  coal-powered  plant.  They 
would  much  rather  have  a  coal-powered  plant  here  in  Utah  and  export  the 
pollution  and  import  the  power.  At  any  rate,  the  question  of  need.  Southern 
California  Edison,  in  their  data  supporting  the  coal-powered  plant,  which  was 
not  approved  --  their  data  says  that  in  current  --  there  is  a  current  over- 
capacity of  10,000,000  tons  a  year  by  western  suppliers  of  coal.  Their  data 
also  showed  that  by  1988  there  would  be  150,000,000  tons  that  would  be  avail- 
able from  existing  and  currently  planned  mines  besides  Alton.  Alton  is  one 
of  the  least  needed  and  the  least  efficient  components  of  the  Warner  Valley 
energy  system. 
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There  was  also  an  article  that  appeared  July  17  in  the  Garfield  County 
News.  In  this  article  Governor  Matheson  was  quoted  --  paraphrased,  wasn  t 
quoted,  and  in  that  article  Governor  Matheson  was  paraphrased  as  saying  that 
last  year  central  Utah  coal  production  has  not  sold.  They  still  got  it. 
They  have  a  stock  pile  of  it,  they  can't  sell  it.  They  are  needing  to  open 
up  markets  for  that  coal.  That  is  why  Governor  Matheson  has  been  working 
with  the  Department  of  Interior  and  other  western  governors  to  open  up  mar- 
kets in  Taiwan,  Japan,  and  Korea. 

We  hear  a  lot  of  talk  about  energy  independence  and  self  sufficiencies. 
We  also  hear  a  lot  of  talk  about  taking  coal  and  sending  it  abroad.  The 
question  of  need  also  arises  with  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission 
and  the  California  Energy  Commission  studies  that  are  not  quite  completed 
yet,  but  they  indicate  preliminary  indications  are  that  this  energy  will  not 
be  needed.  This  is  pretty  clear  from  Alternative  5. 

KT  Response  10-1 

Your  comments  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process.  Refer  to  the  Coal  Resources  Quality  and  Availability  section  in 
Chapter  3  of  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of  this  comment. 

KT  Coixient  10-2 

What  I  would  like  to  see  in  the  final  impact  statement  as  regard  to 
Alternative  5  would  be  a  dollar  comparison  between  Alternative  5  and  4. 
Also,  a  need  for  energy  comparison  between  Alternative  5.  There  are  not 
energy  comparisons  between  1  through  4  and  the  full  line  system  of  the  Warner 
Valley  and  Harry  Allen  coal  field.  This  system  was  found  to  be  among  the 
least  sufficient  at  21  and  something  percent.  That  means  for  every  five 
units  of  coal  that  are  mined,  we  get  only  one  unit  of  energy.  So  we  get  four 
units  of  wasted  heat.  We  should,  I  think,  in  the  final  impact  statement,  BLM 
must  come  up  with  a  preferred  alternative.  I  think  their  preferred  alterna- 
tive should  be  based,  in  a  large  part,  on  energy  efficiency.  This  is  why  I 
think  that  energy  efficiency  of  Alternative  5  should  be  included  as  well  as  a 
dollar  cost. 

KT  Response  10-2 

Because  the  analysis  of  Alternative  5  does  not  include  specific  projects, 
it  is  not  posible  to  conduct  an  in-depth  energy  efficiency  analysis. 

A  dollar  comparison  of  the  alternatives  is  not  warranted  according  to 
CEQ  regulations  for  implementing  NEPA.  Several  cost-benefit  analyses  have 
been  conducted  by  other  agencies  in  the  process  of  analyzing  the  AWV  project 
(CPUC,  Environmental  Defense  Fund,  etc.).  Information  from  these  studies  is 
included  in  the  final  EIS. 

KT  Comment  10-3 

Now,  I'd  like  to  speak  as  a  summer  resident  of  Utah  to  the  suitability 
of  the  mine.  Last  year  in  St.  George  I  was  at  the  hearings.  At  that  time  it 
was  mentioned  by  one  participant  in  the  hearing,  they  would  like  to  see  in 
the  draft  statement  details  on  the  effects  of  acid  rain.  From  what  I  have 
been  able  to  discern  from  the  draft,  it  has  been  mentioned,  but  no  signifi- 
cant studies  have  been  done;  there  is  no  data.  It  is  all  supposition  that 
there  would  be  no  significant  effect,  but  there  have  been  no  studies  of 
potential  localization  of  effects.   Little  I  realize  it  would  be  tall  steps, 


it  is  hard  for  me  to  imagine  that  10  tons  of  sulfur  dioxide  into  the  air  a 
day  will  not  have  a  significant  effect  when  there  is  particulate  matter  that 
would  also  be  coming  out  of  the  Warner  Valley  plant. 

So  what  I  am  saying,  I  would  like  to  see  in  the  impact  statement,  the 
effects  of  acid  rain,  not  only  upon  watershed,  not  only  upon  the  geologic 
formations,  quality  of  drinking  water,  but  also  upon  agriculture.  Tradi- 
tional agriculture  in  southern  Utah  is  the  basic  economic  peg  that  holds  up 
everything  else.  At  this  time,  that  may  change;  that  peg  may  be  replaced  by 
coal,  but  at  this  time,  agriculture  is  the  main  peg,  as  well  as  tourism  and 
the  effects  upon  agriculture,  implemental  effects  should  be  documented.  We 
should  know  before  we  make  the  decision,  we  should  have  a  very  good  idea,  not 
just  a  generalization. 

KT  Response  10-3 

Refer  to  Letter  Response  51-1  for  a  discussion  of  this  comment. 

KT  Comment  10-4 

Also,  we  should  know  the  effects  on  tourism  because  fishing  is  a  very 
important  reason  why  people  come  to  the  high  plateau  ranch.  Probably  half 
the  people  in  this  room  like  to  go  fishing  in  the  high  plateaus  of  this 
country  and  southern  Utah.  The  inability  of  those  streams  to  sustain  a  fish 
population  would  be  devastating  not  only  to  tourism  but  to  the  ecosystem  as 
well . 

KT  Response  10-4 

A  discussion  on  the  impacts  to  tourism  is  included  in  the  Recreation  and 
Aesthetics  section  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS  to 
reflect  your  concern.  However,  there  is  no  evidence  that  emissions  from  the 
proposed  project  would  affect  recreational  fishing. 

KT  Comment  10-5  . 

I  would  like  to  endorse,  as  a  preferred  alternative,  Alternative  b.  As 
a  California  consumer,  I  would  like  to  see  my  State  move  in  that  direction. 
1  feel  that  large  scale  electrification  projects,  which  disconnect  people 
from  a  source  of  energy,  causes  gross  wastefulness.  That  is  what  California 
is  doing  with  their  energy,  gross  wastefulness. 

If  Alternative  5  is  not  selected,  every  other  alternative  appears 
immensely  more  attractive  than  one.  In  terms  of  energy  efficiency,  in  terms 
of  local  agriculture,  in  terms  of  effects  upon  local  ecosystems,  tourism, 
etc.  Essentially,  what  is  really  at  stake,  though,  is  the  long  terra  health, 
beauty,  and  productivity  of  southern  Utah  land. 

KT  Response  10-5 

Your  comments  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 

KT  Comment  10-6  . 

The  impact  statement  fails  to  deal  with,  adequately,  reclamation  of  the 
land  that  it  is  going  to  take  out,  literally  take  out,  and  this,  I  think, 
needs  a  great  deal  of  detail,  and  I  did  not  see  that  detail  in  the  report.  I 
would  be  very  interested  to  see  how  they  were  going  to  accomplish  this  mir- 
acle of  omelet  to  egg  in  reclaiming  the  land. 


4> 


KT  Response  10-6 

Refer  to  Las  Vegas  Testimony  Response  12-7. 

11.  Merle  Adams ,  Kanab  Testimony 

KT  Comment  11-1 

I  want  to  see  it  [private  enterprise]  prosper  and  do  something.  If  we 
have  so  much  of  this  government  stuff  as  Ralph  Nader  thinks,  you  can't  get 
around  it. 

KT  Response  11-1 

Your  comments  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 


12. 


John  Ferrcll,  Kanab  Testimony 


KT  Comment  12-1 

There  are  allegations  currently  under  analysis  by  Utah  International,  as 
well  as  the  agencies  that  are  involved  with  the  petition.  The  aforementioned 
reclanation  plan  must  be  approved  by  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  before  any 
development  of  the  Alton  coal  field  can  commence.  In  light  of  these  facts, 
we  feel  that  the  analysis  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  mining  the  Alton 
coal  field  presented  in  the  document  are  somewhat  premature. 

KT  Response  12-1 

Section  1502.4  of  the  CEQ  regulations  requires  that  all  related  compo- 
nents of  a  proposal  be  identified  and  examined  in  a  single  document.  This 
same  Section  and  Section  1502.20  encourage  summarizing  other  documents  to 
reduce  repetition. 

KT  Comment  12-2 

The  Draft  primarily  addresses  the  impact  of  surface  mining  at  the  Alton 
coalfield  and  visibility  at  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park.  Surface  mining 
produces,  typically,  dust  from  ground  disturbances  and  from  coal  processing 
operations.  Recent  regulations  promulgated  by  the  Clean  Air  Act  specify  the 
types  of  controls  that  must  be  applied  to  surface  mining  operations.  Utah 
International  will  control  dust  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  meeting  or 
exceeding  all  the  control  requirements.  The  Alton  mine  would  also  be  subject 
to  the  most  stringent  air  quality  requirements  embodied  in  the  Clean  Air  Act. 
Those  being  the  requirements  to  protect  visibility  in  or  near  national  parks. 
Essentially,  the  Clean  Air  Act  requires  that  a  visitor  from  Yovimpa  Point  in 
Bryce  Canyon,  looking  out  over  the  eastern  end  of  the  mine  lease  area,  would 
not  see  any  accumulation  of  air-borne  dust  significantly  degrading  the  view. 
Utah  International  has  been  conducting  modeling  studies  to  determine  effects 
of  the  mine  on  visibility  from  Bryce  Canyon.  A  group  of  Federal  agencies  is 
also  conducting  independent  analysis.  Results  of  these  reports  will  be 
provided  to  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  for  review  in  connection  with  the 
unsuitability  petition. 

KT  Response  12-2 

Refer  to  Letter  Response  22-7  concerning  this  comment. 


KT  Comment  12-3 

The  Draft  E1S  also  discusses  impacts  of  pumping  water  from  the  Navajo 
Sandstone  Aquifer.  Reduction  of  water  available  in  the  Navajo  Aquifer  is 
based  on  two  arguments.  First,  that  water  withdrawn  from  the  slurry  lines 
would  lower  water  levels  and  down  grade  into  wells  and  streams.  Second, 
puropage  of  mine  pit  in-flow  waters  into  surface  streams  would  deplete 
recharge  rates  to  below  the  levels  or  maintenance  in  down  grade  supplies. 
Neither  argument  is  supported  by  any  factual  evidence.  In  fact,  preliminary 
studies  related  to  draw  effects  associated  with  slurry  line  withdraws  esti- 
mated about  6,000  gallons  per  minute.  This  indicates  at  a  distance  of  10 
miles  from  the  well,  the  result  in  water  table  lowering  would  not  exceed  1 
foot.  While  these  findings  will  be  confirmed  by  actual  on-site  well  punping 
tests,  we  submit  significant  withdrawals  are  unlikely,  especially  in  light  of 
the  fact  that  all  major  water  wells  and  streams  tapping  this  particular 
formation  are  well  outside  of  this  ten  mile  radius.  The  contention  of  this 
discharge  mine  inflow  waters  will  reduce  the  lawful  rate  at  which  alluvial 
ground  waters  recharge  the  Navajo  Aquifer  is  unsupported.  Recent  well  data 
from  the  project  site  show  that  the  top  of  the  Navajo  Sandstone  Aquifer  is 
located  at  a  depth  of  900  feet  below  the  ground  surface.  Yet,  no  water  is 
observed  in  this  formation  until  the  1,200  foot  depth.  This  absence  of  water 
in  the  upper  300  feet  of  this  aquifer  indicates  this  aquifer  receives  from 
the  overline  alluvium.  Thus,  pumpage  of  the  alluvial  waters  will  have  no 
effect  on  the  Navajo  Aquifer. 

KT  Response  12-3 

Refer  to  the  Groundwater  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  section  under  Alterna- 
tive 1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  for  updated  information  on  this  matter. 

KT  Comment  12-4 

Regarding  the  socioeconomic  issue  raised  in  the  Draft,  we  recognize  the 
need  to  work  close  with  the  communities  which  will  grow  as  a  result  of  the 
Alton  project.  We  strongly  disagree  with  the  conclusion  that  "Kane  County 
communities  would  experience  extreme  problems  in  controlling  growth  and 
providing  services  for  the  projected  population."  Utah  International  has 
developed  large  mine  operations  in  areas  with  small  populations  in  the  past. 
Everything  we  do  with  respect  to  water  in  this  state  must  be  cleared  by  the 
State  Water  Engineer.  They  must  be  continually  appraised  of  what  we  are 
doing.  In  each  case,  their  actions  have  been  carefully  well-coordinated  with 
local  people.  The  Alton  coal  project  will  bring  jobs  and  development  to  this 
area. 

KT  Response  12-4 

Projections  for  the  Kane  County  area  indicate  that  significant  impacts 
would  occur.   See  the  Socioeconomics  sections  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 

13.  Jane  Whalen,  Kanab  Testimony 

KT  Comment  13-1 

The  EIS  should  be  in  compliance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  to  carry  out  its  obligations  to  insure  the  federal  decision  makers  to 
carefully  consider  alternatives  to  proposals  for  resource  exploration  and  to 
require  that  these  obligations  be  met  to  the  fullest  extent  possible.  I 
believe  the  legal  requirements  will  demand  that  Utah  International  analyze 
thoroughly  the  deep  hydrology  in  Kane  County.  We  would  like  to  address  these 
major  questions  concerning  the  availability  of  water  for  the  coal  slurry. 


Ui 


For  example,  the  USGS  report  of  1975,  Simulation  of  Ground  Water  With- 
drawals in  the  Navaho  Sandstone  near  Alton,  states  after  35  years  of  pumping 
6,000  gallons  per  minute,  the  lowering  of  the  water  table  would  be  less  than 
one  foot  ten  miles  away. 

Mr.  Ferrell,  although  there  is  a  new  report  by  Robert  Cordova,  May  15, 
1980,  done  by  tne  USGS  Water  Resources  for  the  State  of  Utah  from  the  water 
conditions  in  the  upper  Virgin  River  and  Kanab  Creek  states  there  to  be  a 
hundred  foot  draw-down  after  four  years'  pumping  6,000  gallons  per  minute. 

These  direct  contradictions  have  to  be  cleared  up  in  the  final  EIS. 

KT  Response  13-1 

Updated  information  on  water  resources  is  included  in  the  final  EIS. 
Refer  to  the  Groundwater  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  section  under  Alternative  1 
in  Chapter  4. 

KT  Comment  13-2 

In  the  draft  EIS  well  sites  indicate  that  proposed  Warner  water  develop- 
ment would  be  concentrated  in  one  area,  within  a  three-mile  radius  of  Bald 
Knoll  with  13  wells  (page  2)  although  on  file  in  the  State  Engineer's  Office 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  International  has  filed  applications  in  six  different 
areas  for  ground  water  development  for  over  68  wells.  This  should  also  be 
listed  in  the  final  EIS. 

KT  Response  13-2 

Your  statement  is  interpreted  to  read  "proposed  coal  slurry  water  devel- 
opment" instead  of  "Warner  water  development."  As  such,  refer  to  the  Ground 
water  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  section  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  and 
figure  4-8  in  the  final  EIS  for  revised  well  site  locations. 

KT  Cogent  13-3 

In  a  policy  meeting  held  in  Kane  County  Courthouse  several  years  ago,  a 
determination  was  made  to  withhold  further  action  on  the  approval  of  new 
applications  to  appropriate  water  in  the  water  drainage  area,  because  they 
felt  that  all  the  water  was  already  appropriated. 

There  are  also  a  number  of  approved  applications  that  have  not  been 
completely  developed.  That  should  also  be  in  the  EIS.  Nobody  could  have  a 
well,  not  even  ranchers  that  have  been  there  for  four  generations,  although 
it  seems  the  State  Engineer  was  willing  to  give  it  to  the  mining  companies. 
Just  how  will  the  State  identify  clear  and  beneficial  use  with  anything  other 
than  to  lose  our  coal,  our  water,  our  air,  and  our  electricity?  If  total 
development  of  ground  water  occurs  in  six  areas,  we  have  to  consider  the 
potential  cone  of  depression  that  will  result  from  each  of  the  proposed  well 
fields. 

For  example,  the  EIS  states  Kanab  Creek  in  the  vicinity  of  Big  Lake 
might  be  affected  if  the  cone  of  depression  extends  nine  miles  from  Bald 
Knoll.  Ranchers  have  wells  that  are  four  and  a  half  miles  away  from  the  Bald 
Knoll.  With  the  Kanab  City  wells  and  Three  Lakes  Canyon  to  be  affected  the 
cone  of  depression  would  have  to  extend  more  than  12  miles.  But  the  raining 
company  has  an  application  for  oil  developments  in  the  area  of  the  Three 
Lakes  as  well.   So  far  the  mining  company  doesn't  have  a  well  that  would 


produce.  What  are  the  guarantees  when  they  can't  find  water  at  Bald  Knoll? 
Which  area  will  be  next?  We  should  be  aware  of  these  possibilities  to  devel- 
op these  other  oil  fields  and  how  they  will  affect  existing  water  rights 
users.  Also  that  the  City  of  Kanab  also  taps  five  wells  and  in  the  spring  in 
the  upper  sandstone.  It  is  unlikely  that  the  hydrology  tests  will  be  conclu- 
sive in  the  few  months  left  until  the  decision  can  be  made.  It  is  only  just 
the  few  ranchers. 

KT  Response  13-3 

Refer  to  the  Role  of  the  Utah  State  Engineer  section  under  Alternative  1 
in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of  your  comment. 

KT  Comment  13-4 

St.  George  is  receiving  a  benefit  apparently  to  push  construction  of  a 
speculative  reservoir  and  to  allow  the  project  proponents  an  excuse  to 
explore  ground  water  for  the  coal  slurry  line  to  the  Henry  Allen  in  Las 
Vegas.  Approximately  ten  times  the  amount  of  the  generating  capacity  entitle- 
ment to  St.  George  in  the  Warner  Valley  generating  station  will  be  available 
to  Utah  from  Utah  Power  &  Light.  It  is  by  no  means  certain  that  the  provi- 
sion of  the  power  to  the  City  of  St.  George  by  the  proposed  Warner  Valley 
project  will  be  needed  by  the  city  or  the  State. 

KT  Response  13-4 

Refer  to  the  updated  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in 
Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS,  which  discusses  the  current  and  projected  needs 
of  the  project. 

KT  Comment  13-5 

There  is  enough  coal  in  the  west  to  make  a  choice.  There  is  no  compel- 
ling need  to  develop  the  Alton  coal  field  inasmuch  as  there  is  an  incredible 
amount  of  western  coal  available  now.  An  unbelievable  amount  of  coal  will  be 
available  in  the  time  of  the  project.  Data  submitted  by  Southern  California 
Edison  in  support  of  its  now  postponed  California  coal  power  plant  shov<s  a 
current  over  capacity  of  ten  million  tons  a  year  by  western  coal  suppliers. 
By  1988  the  figures  show  105  million  tons  will  be  available  from  existing  and 
planned  mines.  On  July  15,  1980  trains  by  Consolidated  Coal  Company  to  strip 
mine  coal  in  Southern  Utah  have  been  derailed.  The  problem  is  economic.  No 
market  has  been  developed  for  the  mine's  coal.  Alton  Coal  has  an  extremely 
poor  heat  rate.  A  poor  heat  rate  means  that  significantly  more  coal  would 
have  to  be  burned  to  produce  an  equivalent  amount  of  electricity.  The  reason 
why  Alton  coal  is  the  cheapest  coal  available  for  the  power  plants  is  because 
they  get  the  transportation  for  free. 

KT  Response  13-5 

Your  comments  on  this  matter  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the 
decision  making  process. 

KT  Comment  13-6 

What  will  be  the  effect  on  tourism  has  not  been  addressed  in  the  EIS. 
Now  one  of  the  area's  main  sources  of  income  is  tourism  with  restaurants  and 
motels  all  over  St.  George.  What  will  be  the  effect  of  the  brown  haze  when 
it  sits  on  St.  George,  Zion,  and  Bryce? 


Id 


Haybe  not  many  of  you  have  ever  been  out  of  the  State  of  Utah  but  this 
area  is  unique  to  the  world.  We  need  to  protect  the  best  of  what's  left  in 
America  today.  Tourism  increased  in  both  Zion  and  Bryce  by  more  than  12 
percent  this  year.  This  is  a  natural  resource  that  we  can  have  for  our 
future. 

KT  Response  13-6 

Refer  to  the  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  sections  in  Chapter  4  of  the 
final  EIS,  which  is  revised  to  include  tourism. 

14.  Scott  Thorley,  Kanab  Testimony 

KT  Comment  14-1 

Apparently,  the  word  is  that  the  developers  of  this  project  only  seek  to 
appropriate  water  for  the  13  wells,  However,  the  original  application  by 
Utah  International  was  for  161  wells,  which  means  they  had  effectively  filed 
an  application  to  appropriate  on  top  of  most  existing  water  rights  in  this 
area. 

The  State  Engineer  has  since  requested  on  two  different  occasions  that 
they  reduce  the  amount  they  seek  to  appropriate,  but  the  fact  is  as  the 
evidence  shows,  that  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  project  is  a  very  thirsty  entity. 

KT  Response  14-1 

Refer  to  figure  4-8,  titled  "Pending  Utah  International  Inc.  Groundwater 
Applications  Before  the  Utah  Divison  of  Water  Rights",  and  the  Role  of  the 
Utah  State  Engineer  section  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS 
for  updated  information  on  water  appropriation. 

KT  Comment  14-2 

Utah  water  law  is  reflected  by  a  letter  of  the  State  Engineer  to  the 
United  States  Department  of  the  Interior  in  which  the  area  engineer  remarked, 
"The  approval  of  these  applications  will  not  be  made  if  there  is  a  known  or 
even  suspected  interference  possible,"  referring  to  existing  water  rights. 
The  weight  of  evidence  already  in  from  test  drilling  and  other  surveys  indi- 
cates that  there  will  be  substantial  interference  with  presently  existing 
water  rights  which  are  prior  to  any  applications  by  UI. 

KT  Response  14-2 

Your  comment  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 

15.  Donald  A.  Harris,  Kanab  Testimony 

KT  Comment  15-1 

If  it's  there,  let's  utilize  it.  If  we  need  it,  fine.  But  let's  not 
ship  it  out.  Thank  you. 

KT  Response  15-1 

Your  comment  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 


16.   Gordon  Anderson,  Kanab  Testimony 

KT  Comment  16-1 

Let  me  just  say  that  we  support  Alternative  Number  5  that  was  in  the 
draft,  energy  conservation  and  the  development  of  alternative  energy  sources, 
for  California  especially  seeing  how  83  percent  of  that  power  is  going  to 
Cal i  fornia. 

If  we  implement  Alternative  5,  it's  going  to  produce  and  displace  4,249 
megawatts  of  electric  power  by  1991.  That's  enough  power  to  serve  a  city  of 
around  four  million  people.  Now,  along  those  lines  I  want  to  emphasize  we  do 
not  believe  that  the  lives  from  conservation  and  energy  alternatives  will 
involve  sacrifice,  lifesytle  changes  or  additional  expense  on  the  part  of  the 
energy  consumer.  Important  energy  savings  are  not  those  of  voluntary  re- 
straint but  rather  those  which  can  be  achieved  at  no  inconvenience  to  the 
public,  and  at  no  extra  cost  simply  by  redirecting  investment  away  from 
fossil  fuel  and  nuclear  generation  and  towards  alternatives  including  both 
conservation  and  development  of  renewable  energy  sources. 

This  alternative  strategy  would  utilize  the  application  of  a  variety  of 
conservation  programs  and  the  development  of  alternative  renewable  energy 
resources  such  as  solar,  wind,  small  hydro,  geothermal ,  biomass  conversion 
technology,  and  co-generation  to  generate  electric  power  from  California. 
These  energy  sources  are  encouraged  by  official  State  policy  due  to  their 
favorable  environmental  characteristics,  their  efficiency,  their  more  stable 
costs  and  the  fact  that  they  are  indigenous  in  the  State  of  California. 

So  if  we  do  implement  Alternative  Number  5,  it  would  reduce  oil  consump- 
tion in  this  country  by  43.5  million  barrels  of  oil  a  year.  That  is  cer- 
tainly a  much  better  way  to  go  than  Alternative  Number  1,  which  we  promise  to 
oppose. 

KT  Response  16-1 

Your  comment  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 


KT  Comment  16-2 

Now  the  question  was  raised  by  the  mayor  o 
the  power  —  this  was  a  very  interesting  point 
fore  they  are  building  a  500  megawatt  power  plant 
needs  of  half  a  million  people.  Well,  once  again 
megawatts,  the  rest  of  course  was  going  to  be 
don't  agree  that  St.  George  needs  a  power  plant 
the  power.  They  cou-ld  derive  the  power  either  f 
EIS  of  this  project  that  there  is  going  to  be  a 
IPP  to  St.  George.  Also,  Utah  Power  &  Light  has 
more  than  willing  to  give  St.  George  all  the  powe 


f  St.  George  that  they  need 
they  need  the  power,  there- 

,  enough  to  serve  the  energy 
they  were  only  allotted  125 
coming  from  Nevada."  But  I 
this  size  because  they  need 

rom  IPP  and  we  know  from  the 
power  line  coming  down  from 

indicated  that  they  would  be 

r  they  can  need. 


KT  Response  16-2 

Refer  to  the  revised  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in 
Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS  for  an  updated  discussion  of  your  comment. 


KT  Comment  16-3 

--  Well  --  now  also  the  claim  was  raised  that  St.  George  needs  water 
from  the  Warner  Valley  plant,  55,000  acre  foot  reservoir.  Warner  Valley 
reservoir  project  we  should  recognize  is  a  resurrection  of  the  Dixie  project 
from  a  Bureau  of  Reclamation  multi-purpose  water  project  brought  up  and 
discarded  many  years  ago  due  to  economic  infeasibi 1 ity.  BLM  has  performed  an 
independent  assessment  which  we  support  that  says  the  development  of  the  Snow 
Canyon  project  was  by  all  the  water  St.  George  was  going  to  need  in  a  life- 
time of  this  place. 

So,  the  Warner  Valley  reservoir  is  an  example  of  the  political  maneuver- 
ing and  historical  actions  that  we've  seen  all  come  together  can  finally 
produce  wnat  we  have  in  the  Warner  Valley  project.  Warner  Valley  Reservoir 
is  nothing  more  than  a  political  payoff  from  the  State  of  Utah  so  that  the 
coal  from  the  Alton  Hills,  if  they  export  from  Utah,  Utah  must  under  law 
receive  some  reciprocal  benefit,  therefore  we  have  a  Warner  Valley  Reservoir. 
But  the  whole  thing  is  crazy.  The  Warner  Valley  plant  is  a  crazy  idea.  Why 
not  just  build  one  large  powerplant  from  the  Harry  Allen  side?  Why  do  we 
have  two  powerplants?  Once  again  only  to  fund  the  Warner  Valley  Reservoir  so 
that  Utah' 5  coal  from  the  Alton  field  could  be  exported  out  across  the  State 
li-es  and  there  would  be  reciprocal  benefit  coming  back  to  the  State.  That's 
the  only  reason  we  have  this  Warner  Valley  Reservoir.  But  our  independent 
cost  estimates  indicate  that's  an  $80  million  reservoir  project  that  the  rate 
payers  of  California  are  going  to  pay. 


KT  Response  16-3 

Your  views  on 
process. 


this  matter  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 


KT  Comment  16-4 

How  let's  talk  about  the  Alton  coal  field.  We  believe  that  the  Alton 
coal  field  should  have  been  studied  in  its  entirety  within  the  EIS.  Why  is 
the  mining  plan  to  be  submitted  by  Utah  International  not  coming  in  until 
after  the  draft,  until  after  the  unsuitabil ity  petition  itself  may  even  be 
resolved? 


observable  increase  in  the  flow  stream  but  as  far  as  for  the  data,  the  aqui- 
fer  is  closed  on  the  west  side  because  it  is  up,  it  is  closed  on  the  north 
side  because  the  strata  dips  great  depths  to  where  there  night  be  a  greater 
appreciation,  and  it  is  closed  on  the  south  because  it  is  under  deep  water, 
so  it  is  the  east  side  would  be  recaptured  and  used,  but  we  find  the  water 
stable  in  the  Navajo  Sandstone  for  4,200  to  about  5,400  feet  and  that  water 
in  the  Navajo  just  has  an  elevation  of  6,100  feet  and  it  would  be  very  diffi- 
cult for  the  water  to  get  up  the  Navajo  aquifer  between  Sevier  Falls.  It 
won't  run  up  hill  very  good.  Also,  there  is  an  excellent  port  of  w^ter  in 
the  petrified  forest,  which  makes  it  impossible  for  the  water  to  escape 
underground.  It  appears  it  is  a  aquifer,  but  I  don't  think  it  could  be 
placed  there  for  any  prospective  escape  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  en  the 
developers  to  supply  that  water. 

Also,  I  have  platted  the  water  table  and  it  appears  Kanab  Creek  and  the 
waters  of  Johnson  Creek,  the  Johnson  Lakes,  and  the  other  canyon  and,  also,  a 
proponent  at  Bald  Knoll,  the  water  table  is  constant  at  5,400  feet,  which 
demonstrates  that  it  would  require  a  high,  relatively  high,  conductivity 
rate,  which  is  not  characteristic  of  the  stone  of  the  Navajo  aquifer,  but  it 
also  has  been  demonstrated  that  there  is  a  pumping  test  by  the  State  Engineer 
at  Johnson  Creek  area  that  the  slow  rate  was  in  excess  of  660  feet  per  day 
and  this  was  due  to  the  fact  that  it  was  conducted  along  the  fault  zone. 
Now,  there  is  a  fault  zone  that  comes  from  Bald  Knoll  and  on  the  geologic  map 
and  disappears  under  the  alluvium  of  the  part  of  Kanab  Irrigation  and  pre- 
sumed water  is  supplied  through  that  fault.  I  think  it  is  the  obligation  of 
the  company  to  prove  that  that  condition  isn't  so. 

KT  Response  18-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process.  Refer  to  the  Ground  Water  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  section  under 
Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of  the  comments 
presented  in  this  testimony. 


KT  Response  16-4 

The  OSM  document  concerning  the  Alton  unsuitability  petition  (Southern 
Utah  Petition  Evaluation  Document,  USDI,  OSM,  1980)  is  used  in  the  analysis 
of  impacts  in  the  final  AWV  EIS.  When  a  mining  plan  is  submitted  to  OSM,  a 
comprehensive  environmental  assessment  will  be  prepared  prior  to  approval  of 
any  mining  activities. 

17.   Rudqer  McArthur,  Kanab  Testimony 

Refer  to  the  responses  to  Letter  86  concerning  this  testimony. 


18.  John  K.  Little,  Kanab  Testimony 

KT  Comment  18-1 

The  part  --  first,  Kane  County  speculates  how  you  can  develop  water.  We 
have  been  in,  of  course,  observing  the  Navajo  Sandstone  and  we  would  hope 
that  a  great  deal  of  water  would  be  available  for  it.  We  diverted  waters 
from  the  run-off  and  put  them  out  with  pumps  on  the  land.   We  notice  an 
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liji  canyon  i:s:caiioh  CO. 

P.  0.  toi  47 

Kimb,  Uuh  84741 

Hi.   644-2681 

July   28,    1S80 


CiiAK   CITY.    DISTRICT   0?.-' 

K   0.   Box  724 

Ci2Aii  cr.T,  UTAH  M720 


ISA 


ALLEH—  WARIER  VALLEY  EiJEIlCY  SYSTEM 
El."VIHOrc:SKTAL  IKPACT  STATElliNT 


The  abovocaptioned  document  presents  nuch  of  the  nost  pertinant  infor- 
tatior.  in  condensed  ar.d  very  useful  fora. 

ArrS;3IX  U  (iajo  AU-t)  is  deficient  rej  ardinc  the  Colorado  River 
Treaties,  wr.ich  ere  binding  on  the  Federal  Government  and  the  signatory  states 
including  Utah.  AHTICli  XV   (a) 

Subject  to  The  provisions  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact  and  ol  this 
Jcspact  •.a'.Lrcf  tho  Upper  Colorado  River  Syctes  cay  be  impounded  ar.d  u;icd  for 
tt.o  cer.eratiori  cf  electrical  power,  but  ouch  Itspoandinc  «nd  UEe  shall  be 
subservient  to  the  use  ar.d  consumption  of  such  water  f oraericulturul  purposes 
and  shall  not  interfere  with  or  prevent  use  for  ouch  dominant  purposes. 

Cb)  The  provisions  of  this  Compact  shall  not  apply  to  or  interfere 
with  the  ri,'r.t  or  power  of  ar.y  cienatory  State  to  regulate  within  its  bound- 
aries the  Appropriation,  u3o  and  control  of  water,  tho  consumptive  use  of 
which  iB  apportioned  ar.d  available  to  such  State  by  this  Compact." 

The  proposed  source  of  water  which  is  tributary  to  tho  Colorado 
F.iver  which  is  not  to  be  consumed  in  its  State  of  orici  n  may  not  be  avail- 
able because  of  these  provisions.  If  so,  they  should  be  deleted  and  excluded 
fron  this  project. 

Also  the  Final  Craft  snould  be  up-dated  to  include  the  pertinent 
findir.es  of  a  study  by  the  United  States  Geological  Survey,  in  cooperation 
with  the  I" --ah  Deptrtceot  of  liatural  hesources  entitled,  "GitCl.l.S<.ATii!^CC;OJ  - 

ExiHA^is  &:■  :hJ  :;» 

will  be  discovered 


AIID  KANA3  C&iCK  BASIC'S  AiOlA,  UTAH,  VITH 
CSS"  and  any  other  important  data  that  has  or 
y  concludes  (rp  <»» ,  yz)  that  the  proposed  water 


.ittdrawlq  will  measurably  reuuee  the  flow  of  the  springs  and  streams  wnich 
Suj-ly  the  prior  ar.d  primary  vesteu  riL-hts  of  the  area  water  users,  for  winch 
trey  have  no  alternate  source,  to  their  irreparible  harm,  for  whicn  they  havo 
r.o  adequate  remedy  at  law.  This  atudy  also  finds  that  withdrawl  of  water  in 
the  proposed  quantities  will  cause  subsidence  of  the  land  surfaco  and  cause 
lr.ficw  of  fighly  mineralized  water  thereby  contaminating'  the  aquifer  to  a 
poin*  that  tho  water  would  be  unfit  for  hunan  consumption  or  other  usefull 
purposes.  Tests  of  the  water  froo  their  well  at  Bald  Knoll  by  the  proponents 
proved  that  tho  water  has  stood  in  tho  aquifer  for  nore  than  six  Billion 
yeara  proving  that  there  is  practically  no  leakage  fron  or  circulation  through 
the  aquifer.  Thio  provea  that  all  significant  recharge  is  to  the  aluvial 


(2) 


slopes  and  valluys  and  exposed  cenbers  of  the  Navajo  Sandstone  in  the  neigh- 
borhood of  the  surface  strouca,  springs  and  wetlands,  and  that  the  volume  of 
effective  recharge  is  very  nearly  equal  to  the  consumption  by  these  surface 
uses  before  drilling  of  veils  into  the  aquifer.  Taking  of  water  frcz  distant 
wells  iLoy  not  be  felt  for  years,  or   even  decades,  but  eventually  the  ccr.e  of 
depression  of  tho  well  will  extend  to  the  springs  and  wells  of  the  local 
users,  ruining  the  aquifer  by  subsidence,  chemical  polution,  and  reducing  or 
etoping  the  production  froa  tho  springs  and  wells.  Tho  longer  the  interfer- 
ence is  in  appearing  the  lonjor  it  will  continue  with  the  cone  of  depression 
of  proponents  wells  taking  the  water  oC   resident  users  with  a  "3I*ACK  HC1^H 
like  effect  until  tho  water  lost  by  the  residents  equals  the  wator  ta^en  by 
the  proponents • 

In  the  light  of  the  aforementioned  documents  and  disclosures  tho 
First  AlternativeMisted  in  the  Allen-..'arner  Valley  Invironcental  Icpact 
Statement  or  uny  other  proposal  to  extract  and  export  water  from  the  Navajo 
Sandstone  Aquifer  snould  be  disapproved  ar.d  rejected. 

The  Utah  State  Engineer  declared  in  the  Policy  Bearing  mentioned 
in  Appendix  14  that  when  wells  take  water  frcn  an  aquifer  like  the  Navajo 
Sandstono  tho  surface  seeps,  springs,  streams  nr,d  wetlands  are  taken  and 
destroyed.  Kanab  Oitys  veils  destroyed  Three-lakes  Creek  and 

reduced  the  flew  of  Kanab  Creek,  V.clls  into  the  .Navajo  hav  substantially 
destroyed  Johnson  Creek.  The  once  verdant  fields  which  are  dry  ana  barren 
in  this  alltico  record  heavy  rainfall  period  are  unrefutable  evidence.  7'r.e 
Alton  project  and  slurry  line3  will  toko  r.ore  water  than  the  average  anual 
recharge  to  the  Navajo,  evidenced  by  the  production  therefroc  T.-.e  approval 
of  thio  project  will  ciako  the  land  between  the  Severe  and  Fauns egaunt  r;.ults 
uninhabitable,  destroying  tho  livelihood  and  property  of  the  residents. 

Rejection  of  the  First  Alternative *io  the  only  adequate  remedy. 

tVor  liinsclf ,  as  a  member  of  Johnson 
Canyon  nater  Users  Assn,  a  director 
of  East  Canyon  Irrigation  Co.,  and 
a  etoclcholuer  of  KanAb  Irrijaticn  Co. 

•Both  alternatives  one  and  two  should  be  rejected. 

Kanab  Exhibit  1 

John  K.  Little 

KE  Response  1-1  .  .     ,        ..,.  «m, 

A  discussion  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact  and  Us  relevance  to  the  AWV 
project  is  contained  in  the  Water  Resources  section  in  Chapter  3  of  the  final 
EIS. 

KE  Response  1-2  „  .   .  , 

To  reflect  your  comment,  information  from  the  Cordova  report  is  included 
in  the  Groundwater  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  section  under  Alternative  1  in 
Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 
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P.O.   Box  92^ 
Kanab,    Ut  8(7*1 
July  30,  1920 


district  ;:ina.-or.    Cedar  City  District 

Euruau  of  Land  Mjn-.^er.ont 

?.C.  ?ox  72^,   Cedar  City,   Ut  8^720 

Dear  Sir: 

"ore  are  some  comments   ro^ardin^  the.  Allor.-'Varner  Valley  Draft  £13, 


1.;  1  a.vJ  2  r,^d  to  incorporate   information  about  water  contained 
rorxirt  TC-52-',    Uj   loolo^ical  jurvoy,   by  R.V..    Cordova,   and  relevant 


Prc^o 

in  th 

material  in   Lho  Xircb  15»    1?79,   Vydro^eolo.-.ic  3tudy  by  3.    £ryce  ;-,'ont;TO- 

merr,    of  tho   Utah  "ivislon  of  *7ater  T?33ouro:-3.      Comprehensive  analysis 

of  the  ir.for-ition  r.-jois    to  bo  included  with  environmental  consequences 

and  any  mitigating  measures   fully  addressed. 

Proposal  1  and  alternative  2  need  to  be   rejected  as   viablo  considerations. 
Tie  information  already  contained  in  tho  draft  statement  is  more   than 
conclusive  in  shoving  that  txl^tin^  and  pending  water  rights,   both  surface 
and  u.-iior--,rou.',d,   will  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  ninir.r;  and 
pumping  o£  water  for   the  slurry.      In  farther  support,    the  U.3,0.3,   roport 
finds- 

In  summary,    tho  pumrrin-*  of  a  veil  anywhere  In  tho  navajo 
5andstcr.o  in  the  K\nab  Cro;-*k  t.Jln   probably  would  causa  some 
decline  of  water  levels  olsovh-To  in  the  aquifer  and  pro- 
bably al^o  in  overlying  and  underlying   aquifers   in  the  basin. 
,  .Fur the -.ore,    pu,".nin<?  of  veils  in   any  aquifor  in  the  area   can 
bo  e.cp-jctud  to   c.use  declines  cf  water  levels   to  some  decree 
in  oth  jt  r.«.-xrby  valla   i.i  that  ..-juifor  ar.d  in  ovorlyinrj  and 

underlying  acuifc-rs 7no  serines    and  streams  in  Johnson 

Canyon   and  Kanab  Cre-:*:  Cir.ycn  aro  natural  dischargo  boundar- 
ies,   which  would  eventually  bo  IntorccDted  by  the  expanding 

cor,o3    of  d"->r --jftion    of   s;«sll3    in    thoso    canyons ™,^sod    on 

available  data,   most  of  tho  base   flow  in  tho  lover  roaches 
of  Kanab  and  Johnson  Canyon  cc.nes    fropi  the  i.'r.vajo  Gandstono; 
consequently,   increased  \rithdravals   of  water  by  wells   in   the 
Navajo  would,    in  time,   measurably  ruduce   the   flow  of  those 
streams. ..... .Increased  withdrawals   fro-n  tho  Navajo  by  wells 

could  eventually  crc^ty  a  lar-;e  onou'h  hydraulic  gradient 
towards   the  pur.eoa  area  to  inriuco  movement  of  the  ziotj  high- 
ly nir.eraliaod  wator  from  tiie  overlying  ar.d  underlaying   rocks 
into  tho  Navajo,    thus  doterioratin^  the  chemical  quality  of 
water  in  thu  iiava  jo. . , .  Increased  withdrawals   of  water  from 
the   Navajo  Sandstone   also  would   affect    tho    chomical  quality 
of  stro^.-.flow,    oapoclaliy  in   Johnson   Canyon    and   Kanab   Crooks. 
..As  an  increasing  amount  of  wator  is   pumped  from  wells   in 
tho   Navajo    (-»nd   thus    diverted   from   tho    streams),    tho   ratio 
of  fresher  Navajo  water  and  noro  mineralized  water  from  the 
older  and  younger  formations  in   thoso  streams  will  decrease. 
This  will  result  in  a  net  increase  in  the  dissolved-solids 
concentration  of  the  streams..." 

Kanab  Exhibit  2 

Carol  ine~T)?pincott 

KE   Response  2-1 

Your  comment  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process.  To  reflect  your  comment,  an  analysis  of  Cordova's  report  is 
included  in  the  Groundwater  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  section  under  Alternative 
1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final   EIS. 


The  Draft  313'   analyses   are  based  on  tho  a3SU.-r.nt ion  that  Utah  International 
Inc.   will  pump  wator  from  6  to  13  wells  within  a  three  mile  radius  of  T>ld 
Knoll.      Vatcr  applications  on  filu  with   lha  Utah  3tato  Z:\  ;incer  and  pro- 
sontly  in  £cod  standing  cover  more  Can  ICO  wells   in  sovor.  lar^o  areas 
Savoring  tho  Kanab  and  Johnson  Canyon  drainage  basin.      31r.ee  these   abdi- 
cations have  not  boon  withdrawn  or  amended,    and  Utah  International  has 
failed  to  submit  a  nlnir.g  plan  Uniting  tho  nunbor  of  wells  or  their  lo- 
cations,   the  effects  of  pu.r.pin£  all  of  the  wells   applied  for  need      to  bo 
evaluated. 

All  of  the  rrorcs.-vts 


Evjir^ 


zj   ji    :• ; 


Alternative  3,  which   proposes   the  trucking  of  coal  from  the  Alton  rj.no 
area  to  ",/arner  '/alloy  is  inadequate  in  addressing  the  impact  of  such 
traffic.      Effects   of  tho  hoavy  truck  traffic  on  tourism,   on   towns,    en 
ranch  and  cattlo  opsratlons  and  other  local  businesses,   on   tho  maintenance 
and  construction  of  roads  and  highways,   and  on  traffic   problems  need  to 
be  investigated  and  r.ddrossod.      Costs   and  tax  implications  should  bo  in- 
cluded. 

Greater  consideration  neods   to  bo   given  to  socioeconomic  impacts,   both. 
short   torn  and  long  i*ang«. 

Alto,~ethor,    the  statement  is   a  comprehensive  and  reasonable  document.      Thoso 
people  who  produced  it  are  to  be  commenced  especially  on  including  con- 
sicoration  of  irroversibic,   irretrievable  co._-.itme:it  of  resources   and  Co 
relationship  between  short  term  uses   of  the  environment  and  the  maintenance 
and  enhancement  of  lon~  torn  produetivi.t;/'.      However,    this   area  Is  deser- 
ving of  even  broader  and  more  dotailed  consideration.      The  present   trend 
of  coTvAtin^  greater  portions  of  water  resources   to  Dovar  production  and 
industry  and  loss   to  agriculture  needs   a  very  herd  and  sorious   look.    Tho 
onorgy  crisis  may  in   rotraspoct  soom  a  mild  inconvenionco   cenr-arod  to   tho 
wass  huuan  starvation  which  is  a  predictable  curtainty  ^iven   U'.o  contin- 
uation of  tho  present  birthrate  worldwide.      Doplotion  of  non-ronowablo 
accuir.ulations  of  water   (upon  which  the  natural  distribution  system  is  de- 
pendant),   and  tho  permanent  destruction  of  wator  shod  would  bo  irrespon- 
sible actions   adversely  affecting  posterity.      Decisions  to  take  such  actions 
would  bo  neither  rational  nor  moral.      Recommendation  of  Alternative  5  a5 
preferred  will  demonstrate  priorities  of  responsibility  and  caring  for 
present  and  future  generations. 


Sincerely, 

(_  ^VvULi  ^rC<f  pj iM-lajl+-£\ 

Caroline   Lippxncott 


^> 


KE  Response  2-2 

Figure  4-8,  "Pending  Utah  International  Inc.  Ground  Water  Applications 
Before  the  Utah  Division  of  Water  Rights"  is  included  in  the  final  EIS  to 
clarify  questions  concerning  water  applications.  Application  Number  A 
36044(21)  is  the  only  one  presently  under  consideration  by  the  Utah  State 
Engineer. 


en 


KE  Response  2-3 

OSM  is  in  the  process  of  responding  to  the  allegations  of  the  petition 
of  unsuitability  (draft  Southern  Utah  Petition  Evaluations  Document,  USDI, 
OSM,  1980).  OSM  is  mandated  to  insure  ful 1  compliance  of  the  Surface  Mining 
Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977.  A  mining  plan  would  be  subject  to  the 
requirements  of  the  Act. 

KE  Response  2-4 

Significant  impacts  resulting  from  the  transportation  of  coal  by  truck 
from  Alton  are  discussed  in  the  Coal  Transportation  section  under  Alternative 
3  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 

KE  Response  2-5 

In  response  to  the  comment,  additional  studies  have  been  conducted  by 
independent  agencies  and  their  findings  are  cited  in  the  text,  (see  the 
References  Cited  section).  Other  studies  are  available  through  local  plan- 
ning agencies  and  commissions.  Contact  especially  the  Kane  County  Planning 
and  Development  Council. 


Kanab  Exhibit  3 

Pat  Heidenreich,  SOURCE 

KE  Response  3-1 

your  comments  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  during  the  decision 
process. 


KE  Response  3-2 

Your  concerns  are  addressed  in  the  revised  Groundwater  Pumping  for  Coal 
Slurry  section  under  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS.  Pumping 
tests  that  will  be  monitored  and  evaluated  by  the  Utah  State  Engineer  are 
expected  to  be  completed  by  the  end  of  1980. 

KE  Response  3-3 

Your  comments  are  noted.  Refer  to  the  Mining  in  the  Alton  Coal  Lease 
Area  section  under  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 
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SOUTHERN  UTAH  RESIDENTS  CONCERNED 
A  BOUT  THE  ENVIRONMENT   


Cedar  City 
P.O.  Box  1453 
84720 


P.O.    Box   2R 

Pine   Valley,    Utah 

84?22 


2 


July  JO,  1980 


TESTIMONY.   FOR  THE  PUBLIC  HEARING  ON  THE  DRAFT  EIS  ALLEN-VARfTER 
VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM 

We  wish  to  commend  the  Bureau  'of  Land  Management  Impact  Tea*  on  the  vary 
thorough  and  conpi-ehen3lve  Job  they  did  In  preparing  this  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statements 

It  Ehould  be  veryflear  to  everyone,   and  particularly  to  the  citizens  of 
Kanab,   that  It  Is  not  a  question  of  a  yes/no  decision.     The  EIS  has  listed 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  Utah  International .(Ocneral  Electric)  proposal, 
any  of  which,   except  the  "no  action" "alternative,   not  only  would  provide  the  people 
of  Nevada  and  California  adequate  power  for  the  next  20  years,   but  would  lessen 
our  country's  dependence  on  foreign  oil     Alternative  //5,  "Conservation  and  Alternate 
Energy  Sources"   would  actually  realize  a  greater  saving  of  lnportcd  oil  than  the 
_G.E.  plan.     In  proposals  #1  A  2,   the  ranchero  of  Johnson  Canyon  would  be  dried  up 
and  Kanab  would  rlsK  being  dried  up  primarily  for  the  benefit  of  the  stockholders 
Of  C.E. 

The  EIS  points  out  that  "an  accurate  determination  of  the  watertable  drawdown 
cannot  bo  measured  without  a  long-term  punping  test  which  has  not  been  conducted. 
To  date,  only  a  10  hour  limited  punplng  test  was  performed  with  Inconclusive 
results.     No  determination  can  be  cade  from  available  information  to  conclude  If 
Interference  would  occur  to  other  existing  or  potential  aquifer  uesers."     G.E. 
proposes  slurry  llnea  using  10,000  acre  feet  of  water/year  for  40  years,  and -even 
with  the  greatest  imagination,  It  la  hard  to  see  how  one  could  use  data  from  10  hour* 
of  pumping  to  determine  what  will  happen  during  40  years.     Ve  are  not  aware  of  G.E., 
the  California  Powor  Ccnpa-iies  or  even  the  Federal  Government  making  any  offer  of 
a  bond  that  would  coaponsate  Kanab  if  it  does  go  dry. 

The  surface  mining  that  G.E.  has  proposed  threatens  contamination  of  the 
ground  water.     I  would  like  to  quote  the  EIS  page  4-24  *  25.   'Removing  and  replacing 
the  ovorbardon  during  surface  mining  activities  would  contaminate  ground  water 
from  Increased  leaching  of  disturbed  material  because  total  dlssoved-solldo 
concentrations  could  lncreaae  two  or  more  times  and  a  high  concentration  of  nitrate 
In  overburden  material  indicates  that  water  in  maturated  overburden  could  become 


SOURCE 


DRAFT  EI3  AWES 


00 


nitrate  contaminated  and  unsuitable  for  huMn  eonsuaptlon... .Aquifer  properties  of 
tha  sine  backfill  would  probably  bo  poor  nnd  though  ths  fill  nay  become  saturated. 
It  would  bo  too  poorly  sorted  to  produce  good  woll  ylolds.... Accelerated  erosion 
and  associated  reductions  in  niter  quality  and  quantity  would  occur  on  an  undetermined 
acreage  d-pendlng  on  the  location  of  surface  and  subsurface  nlnlng  and  ancillary 
facilities.     ErodibilltY  of  the  soils  varies  widely  ovor  the  area.     Both  surface  and 
subourface  water  quality  and  quantity  would  be  adversely  affeoted  on  10,154  acres  of 
the  air.lng  pernlt  aroa....  Erosion  and  sedltont  yield  to  streams  would  be  accelerated 
by  surface  airing.     Scdleent  loads  would  bo  expected  to  Increase  in  Koxab,  Thoopson. 
a.-.d  Smt^iah  Creeks,  and  Keadow  Canyon  Wash  (Parla  Rivor  Vatorshed).     The  scdicont 
load  passing  frcz  the  Elr.o  area  could  create  oalntontnce  problcas  of  sedimentation  at 
donatror-a  irrigation  diversions  end  canals.     In  addition,   increased  sedlaontfttlon  uay 
occur  In  strean  channels  directly  below  tho  Bine  sito,   perhaps  into  lower  Kanab  Creek 
and  Johnson  Vash....  It  is  possible  that  the  salinity  cay  vary  significantly  from  one 
area  to  another.     The  salinity  of  ground  water  intercepted  by  surface  nlnlng  could 
be  twice  tho  salinity  of  the  nearest  drainr-ge.     Releasing  this  poorer  quality  wator  to 
the  surface  drainage  could  Increase  the  salinity  of  the  stroamflow.     The  resulting  flow 

ax-d  salinity  would  depend  on  the  actual  acount  and  quality  of  the  added  ground  water, 
values  which  cannot  b>  accurately  Identified  at  the  procent  tine.  The  impacts  of  such 
a  sltuitlcn  are  unknown". 

Another  thing  that  la  of  great  risk  is  the  land  of  the  Alton  Coal  Fields. 
Revegetatlon  still  appears  uncertain.     Tost  plots  exist  in  a  greonhouse  situation. 
So  far,   toy  have  shown  good  results  In  the  three  years  they  have  been  growing.     Please 
rerenbtr  —   three  years  Is  no  guarantee  tint  it  is  pcraanont.     Secondly,   these  past 
three  years  have  offered  abundant  rainfall  and  snow.     What  will  happen  in  tho  years 
of  actual  reclamation,   is  unknown.     Thirdly,   although  it  would  be  possible  to  put 
fencing  around  revegetation  to  keep  out  large  anicala  euch  as  deer  and  cattle,  the 
rodent  proof  fencing  cf  fine  neon  used  on  the  test  plots  la  too  expensive  to  use  on 
large  sites. 

Tor  the  above  reasons  and  also  the  very  real  degradation  of  Bryoe  Canyon  National 
Park,  S0LT1C3  supports  the  petition  of  Johnson  Canyon  ranchers  to  the  Office  of  Surface 
Mining  to  declare  tha  Alton  Coal  Fields  "unsuitable  for  nlnlng". 

Mining  the  Alton  Coal  Fielda  and  slurrying  the  coal  to  the  power  planta  aa 
proposed  in  the  G.E.  plan,  la  completely  unacceptable  to  SOURCE.     We  strongly  favor 
Alternative  Si. 

Thank  you 

Patricia  K.  Keidenreloh 
Iron  County  Co-ordinator 
8.O.U.R.C.E. 


KE  Response  3-4 

Refer  to  Las  Vegas  Public  Hearing  Response  12-7. 

KE  Response  3-5 

Your  concerns  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  during  the  decision 
process.  Refer  to  the  revised  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  sections  in  Chapter 
4  of  the  final  EIS  concerning  the  effects  of  mining  on  Bryce  Canyon  National 
Park. 


St.  George  Public  Hearing 

SPEAKER 

1.  John  Arlidge*,  Nevada  Power  Company 

2.  Timothy  Spangler*,  North  American  Weather  Consultants 

3.  Mayor  James  G.  Larkin*,  St.  George,  Utah 

4.  G.  Murray  Webb*,  Washington  County  Commission 

5.  John  K.  Little 

6.  Caroline  Lippincott 

7.  William  A.  Barlocker 

8.  Shirl  H.  Pitchforth*,  St.  George  Utility  Commission 

9.  Dale  Dockstader* 

10.  Rudger  McArthur*,  Speaking  on  behalf  of  Ray  DeMille,  Hurricane  Canal 
Company  and  representing  Utah  Utilities  for  City  of  St.  George  and 
Washington  County  Water  Conservancy  District 

11.  Ben  Stout 

12.  Vern  R.  Thomas 

13.  Scott  Hirschi* 

14.  Jeffrey  Morby 

15.  Jay  Beacham 

16.  Wayne  B.  Nuttall*,  Wasington  County  Water  Conservancy  District 

17.  Pat  Heidenreich*,  SOURCE 

18.  Gordon  Anderson,  Friends  of  the  Earth 

19.  Jane  Whalen,  Southwest  Resource  Council 

20.  Celia  Rencher-Ryan,  SOURCE 

21.  Ron  Rencher 

22.  John  Vander-Meide 

23.  Clayton  Atkins 

24.  Jim  Godfrey,  Southwest  Resource  Council 

25.  Mark  Meinert 

26.  Peter  Ryan 

27.  Elizabeth  Catalon 

28.  Wallace  Ewell 

29.  Dr.  Booth 

30.  Barbara  Felton  (Statement  Read  by  Mr.  Curtis) 


459 


■p" 

o 


1.  John  Arlidge,  St.  George  Testimony 
Refer  to  Victorville  Exhibit  1. 

2.  Timothy  Spanqler,  St.  George  Testimony 
Refer  to  St.  George  Exhibit  1. 

3.  James  G.  Larkin,  St.  George  Testimony 
Refer  to  Victorville  Exhibit  3. 

4.  G.  Murray  Webb,  St.  George  Testimony 

Refer  to  Letter  61  and  Responses  61-1,  61-3,  and  61-4. 

5.  John  K.  Little,  St.  George  Testimony 

SGT  Comment  5-1 

The  statement  is,  I  think,  inadequate  in  that  it  doesn't  state  the 
treaties  to  which  the  Federal  government  is  signatory  and,  I  believe  any 
change  in  that  treaty  would  have  to  be  proved  by  Federal  government  and  all 
signatory  states.  Article  15  of  the  Compact  states  that  water  may  be  used 
for  the  production  of  electrical  power,  provided  it's  subservient  to  domestic 
and  agricultural  needs  and  that  if  a  need  arises,  if  there  is  any  application 
that  the  water  is  for  those  purposes,  it  must  be  released  by  that  utility 
until  those  needs  are  satisfied.  The  Section  B  of  that  Article  does  provide 
that  these  treaties  will  not  interfere  with  the  right  of  State  or  other 
authorities  to  regulate  water  within  their  boundaries.  I  would  assume  that 
it  is  possible  under  that  treaty  in  the  Warner  Valley  project  and  could  be 
applied  by  circular  lines.   However,  apparently  Nevada  Power  could  not. 

SGT  Response  5-1 

A  discussion  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact  and  its  reliance  to  AWV  is 
provided  in  the  Water  Resources  section  in  Chapter  3  of  the  final  EIS. 

SGT  Comment  5-2 

The  impact  statement  does  not  go  into  the  hydrology  of  the  Navajo  Sand- 
stone aquifer.  There  are  a  number  of  reports  which  have  come  out  since  the 
studies  were  done  from  the  statement.  It  should  be  updated  to  include  those. 
Those  include  a  study  by  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  which  I  have  referred  to  in 
my  written  statement,  and  this  study  by  Robert  Cordova  clearly  sets  forth 
that  the  proposed  withdrawal  of  water  from  this  project  will  cause  measurable 
interference  with  the  springs  and  streams  that  supply  the  water  over  the  area 
and  possibly  interfere  with  the  Kanab  city  as  well  as  other  irrigation  wells 
in  the  area  and  will  cause  a  subsidence  to  the  aquifer  and  will  cause  highly 
contaminated  chemical  waters  to  flow  into  the  area  and  contaminated  waters  in 
the  Navajo  Sandstone  to  where  they  will  not  be  suitable  for  domestic  purposes. 

The  springs  and  wells  which  are  in  the  Navajo  Sandstone  provide  a  water 
table  profile  which  is  very  flat  which  indicates  that  there  is  a  fairly  high 
hydraulic  conductivity  rate.  Also,  the  proponents  have  tested  the  waters 
from  their  test  wells  and  find  that  they  are  in  excess  of  6  million  years  of 
any  storage  in  that  aquifer,  in  excess  of  6  million,  in  an  area  which  is 


proved  there  is  little,  if  any  circulation  through  the  aquifer.  This,  in 
turn,  proves  there  is  practically  no  leakage  from  the  aquifer  and  that  all 
the  recharge  to  the  aquifer  occurs  in  the  area  of  the  springs  and  streams  and 
wetlands  from  which  the  water  is  discharged  from  the  aquifer  and  that  the 
recharge,  the  net  recharge,  after  evaporation,  transferation,  and  other  such 
losses  is  only  that  which  is  required  to  supply  the  present  springs  and 
streams  and  wetlands,  which  are  fully  appropriated  and  have  been  for  many 
years.  There  are  proposed  tests  by  which  it  is  proposed  to  determine  whether 
the  project  will  interfere  with  established  water.  Now,  insofar  as  these 
tests,  as  far  as  the  data  which  is  put  into  these  projects,  they  may  or  may 
not  be  good,  but  take  into  account  such  things  as  faults,  open  sand  leaches 
or  other  structures  which  can  cause  sucking  of  the  water  which  would  very 
substantially  increase  the  hydraulic  conductivity  rate.  The  rate  used  in 
computers  is  5/10ths  of  1  foot  per  day.  The  figures  which  were  given  by  the 
hydrologist,  Robert  Cordova,  were  1  to  5  feet  per  day.  The  only  type  that 
has  been  conducted  was  conducted  by  State  engineers  in  Johnson  Canyon  where 
the  well  measurements  were  measured  for  more  than  a  quarter  mile  from  the 
pumping  site  and  interference  showed  up  in  less  than  48  hours  which  is  a  rate 
in  excess  of  660  feet  per  day.  That,  in  turn,  is  130,000  percent  already 
used  in  the  mold,  so  we  are  a  little  bit  leery  about  the  mold. 

SGT  Response  5-2 

Refer  to  Kanab  Exhibit  Response  1-2  for  a  discussion  of  the  updated 
material  in  the  Water  Resources  sections  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 

SGT  Comment  5-3 

With  reference  to  the  reclamation,  we  agree  that  reclamation  can  be 
accomplished  if  necessary  procedures  are  followed.  We  think  that  the  state- 
ment is  inadequate  in  making  provisions  for  maintenance,  especially  after  the 
completion  of  the  project.  There  are  other  successive  profestation  [success- 
ful reclamation  -  Ed.]  projects  that  have  been  done. 

SGT  Response  5-3 

Under  stipulations  concerning  the  revegetation  of  the  strip-mined  area, 
the  developer  will  be  required  to  restore  the  vegetation  to  its  premining 
condition  or  better.  This  stipulation  remains  in  effect  after  the  life  of 
the  project. 

6.   Caroline  Lippincott,  St.  George  Testimony 

SGT  Comment  6-1 

Now  as  far  as  the  environmental  impact  statement  goes,  I  think  it  needs 
to  be  analyzed  more  specifically  about  reclamation  of  the  manner  after  mining 
since  there  are  pretty  stringent  legal  requirements  regarding  this.  Accord- 
ing to  the  Surface  Mining  Act,  there  must  be  restoration  of  the  ground  water 
recharge  capacity.  Now,  according  to  the  EIS  statements  and  other  reports  in 
the  Alton  mine  area  infiltrating  waters  from  direct  precipitation  on  the 
permeable  crop  formation  and  streams  runoff,  it  goes  out  across  recharge  the 
ground  water  aquifers.  If  the  area  is  mined,  the  coal  outcrop  will  be 
removed  to  the  creeks  and  stream  channels  crossing  the  area  and  that  will  be 
irreversibly  destroyed.  The  overburden  containing  great  quantities  of  gypsun, 
shale,  and  other  such  materials  will  be  impermeable.  Rainfall  and  snow  melt 
will  run  off  and  no  recharge  will  occur  in  the  area. 


Now,  in  addition  to  this  destruction  of  the  watershed,  large  quantities 
of  the  proposed  plan  is  400,000  acre-feet  of  water  be  pumped  from  the  sand- 
stone, from  the  primary  aquifer,  the  recharge  from  other  areas  wi 11  be 
observed  to  fill  pressure  pumps  caused  by  the  pumping.  The  Navajo  is  a 
filled  aquifer,  the  discharge  from  it  overflow.  So  every  winter,  summer  it 
gets  recharged  en  top  of  what  is  already  there  and  that  spills  over  and  gives 
us  our  water  in  our  streams  and  springs  and  wells.  With  this  pumping,  we 
won't  be  spilling  over  to  feed  the  springs  and  wells. 

The  mining  area  cannot  be  restored  to  its  present  watershed  capacity. 
The  environmental  impact  statement  should  state  this. 

SGT  Response  6-1 

Refer  to  Kanab  Exhibit  Response  2-1  concerning  this  comment. 

SGT  Comment  6-2 

Mining  will  cause  an  increase  in  the  dissolved  solid  mineral  concentra- 
tion in  the  creeks,  increased  sediment  will  cause  backfilling.  The  statement 
should  say  that. 

SGT  Response  6-2 

Based  on  studies  summarized  in  the  Water  Resources  section  for  Alterna- 
tive 1,  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS,  the  impacts  of  mine  backfilling  to  water 
resources  would  be  minimized  with  the  required  mitigating  measures. 

SGT  Comment  6-3 

From  the  torrential  downpours  there  will  be  a  great  deal  of  erosion  from 
the  rains  and  from  wind  which  will  flow  almost  constantly.  Below  the  surface 
there  are  a  lot  of  materials  that  don't  favor  the  growth  of  plants.  Either 
those  varieties  currently  left  there  or  those  proposed  in  the  plan.  My 
husband  and  I  have  a  very  difficult  time  getting  fields  of  pressed  wheat  to 
grow  even  with  irrigation  and  fertilizer  and  with  weed  control  chemicals. 
The  chances  of  success  of  revegetation  in  that  area  are  slight  and  the  envi- 
ronmental statement  should  state  that. 

SGT  Response  6-3 

The  purpose  of  revegetation  in  disturbed  areas  is  to  reduce  erosion  from 
both  water  and  wind.  Studies  conducted  by  Frischknecht  and  Ferguson  (1980) 
in  the  Alton  coal  lease  area  have  indicated  that  revegetation  of  the  area  is 
possible.  A  variety  of  methods  used  in  revegetation  procedures  would  be 
used.  These  are  described  in  the  Vegetation  section  of  Chapter  4  in  the 
final  EIS. 

7.   William  A.  Barlocker,  St.  George  Testimony 

SGT  Comment  7-1 

We  are  not  taking  any  of  it  [water].  State  Law  prohibits  us  from  taking 
it  .  .  . 

You  know,  I  have  always  said  if  we  can  get  the  birth  rate  to  be  zero, 
which  I  am  not  for,  then  we  can  stop  building  new  jobs,  but  as  long  as  you 
are  having  babies,  we  better  create  some  more  jobs. 


SGT  Response  7-1 

Your  comment  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 

8.  Shirl  H.  Pitchforth,  St.  George  Testimony 

SGT  Comment  8-1 

The  old,  up  to  1977,  McDonald's  forecast  on  their  energy  forecast  for 
the  year  2000  we  have  used  up  about  195  megaunits.  In  the  new  one  says  use 
123.4.  I  think  123.4  is  ultra  conservative  because  in  1980  it  shows  34.4. 
That's  pretty  close  on  the  mark  as  it  is  actual.  I  just  want  to  show  you 
what's  going  to  happen  already  on  the  drawing  board  for  this  year.  We've  got 
two  public  buildings  sitting  up  there,  a  new  city  building  and  a  new  county 
building.  Each  one  of  those  draws  about  2  megawatts  in  demand.  They  only 
show  3  megawatts  between  80  and  81.  They've  used  most  of  that  already.  Now, 
there's  a  new  shopping  mall  going  up  here.  The  one  proposed  on  the  board 
will  be  probably  going  before  the  planning  commission  before  the  end  of  this 
year.  Those  will  come  between  2  and  3  megawatts  a  piece.  I  know  that  within 
the  next  3  years,  there  will  be  even  more  like  church  buildings  in  this  area. 
Now  the  church  building  doesn't  use  continual  power  but  they  have  a  demand 
when  things  fire  up.  It  is  not  to  be  ignored.  They're  big  buildings  and 
they  require  an  awful  lot  of  energy  for  cooling  and  heating.  I  would  like 
the  BLM  to  acknowledge  that  the  needs  of  this  power  as  laid  out  is  still 
ul traconservative. 

SGT  Response  8-1 

The  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the 
final  EIS  is  revised  to  reflect  your  comment. 

Refer  to  St.  George  Exhibit  2  for  a  discussion  of  the  remaining  comments 
from  this  presentation. 

9.  Dale  Dockstader,  St.  George  Testimony 

Refer  to  St.  George  Exhibit  3  for  this  testimony  and  the  responses. 

10.  Rudqer  McArthur,  Speaking  on  behalf  of  Ray  DeMille,  Hurricane  Canal 
Company 

SGT  Comment  10-1 

They  support  this  project  because  it  is  a  vital  means  for  getting 
inverted  siphon  to  go  past  the  old  canal,  put  the  water  back  in  line  of  the 
present  canal  .  .  . 

SGT  Response  10-1 

This  comment  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 

For  the  testimony  of  Rudger  McArthur  representing  Utah  Utilities  for  the 
city  of  St.  George  and  Washington  County  Water  Conservancy  Oistrict,  refer  to 
Letter  86  and  the  responses  to  this  letter. 


11.  Ben  Stout,  St.  George  Testimony 

SGT  Comment  11-1 

I  am  for  the  Warner  Valley  power  project.  The  reasons  I  am  for  the 
project  is,  I  believe  it  can  provide  a  source  of  electricity  that  will  be 
needed  and  I  emphasize  the  word  needed  in  our  rapidly  growing  community. 

SGT  Response  11-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process.  Refer  to  the  energy  needs  and  oil  displacement  discussions  in  the 
Purpose  and  Heed  of  Proposed  Project  section  of  Chapter  1,  and  the  Virgin 
River  System  section,  Water  Resources  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in  the 
final  EIS  for  updated  information  on  your  concerns. 

SGT  Comment  11-2 

I  believe  our  population  is  growing  much  faster  than  the  draft  environ- 
mental impact  statement  suggests  and  this  has  been  mentioned  before.  I 
believe  our  population  growth  is  a  lot  more  than  their  study  indicates.  I 
think  our  city  of  St.  George  has  some  very  accurate  population  growth  figures. 
Last  year  we  had  almost  a  10-percent  increase  over  the  year  before. 

SGT  Response  11-2 

Refer  to  Letter  Response  86-1  for  a  discussion  of  this  comment. 

SGT  Comment  11-3 

The  draft  environmental  impact  statement  indicated  that  because  of  the 
[Snow]  canyon  well,  we  don't  need  any  more  water.  Now  for  how  long  can  that 
statement  be  valid,  if  it  is  valid  today.  I  wonder  if  there  is  a  word  that 
the  community  of  Santa  Clara  and  Bloomington  Hills  are  depending  on  St. 
George  for  water  sources.   The  time  to  plan  for  the  future  is  right  now. 

SGT  Response  11-3 

Refer  to  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  of  Chapter  1 
and  table  6  of  Appendix  11  in  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of  water  needs. 

12.  Vern  R.  Thomas,  St.  George  Testimony 

SGT  Comment  12-1 

In  examining  the  document,  I  find  that  no  resource  organization  was 
consulted  that  dealt  with  the  problem  of  economic  losses  and  economic  bene- 
fits of  such  property  as  it  refers  to  this  particular  family  in  this  large 
statement.  There  was  not  one  agency  which  dealt  with  this  particular  phase 
of  the  energy  shortage;  how  it  affects  jobs,  how  it  affects  people  and,  in 
general ,  the  economic  impact  of  such  a  lack  of  such  a  project.  I  say  then,  - 
we  say,  as  an  organization,  as  a  business  organization,  the  statement  as 
prepared  is  incomplete  and  fails  to  make  a  solution  of  the  national  energy 
problem  and  the  local  energy  problems. 

SGT  Response  12-1 

The  provision  of  electrical  power  from  the  AWV  project  would  have  little 
or  no  noticeable  effect  on  the  gasoline  shortage  or  the  resulting  decline  in 
tourism.  However,  increases  in  population  as  a  result  of  the  project  would 
have  secondary  effects  on  other  industries  such  as  in  the  service  sector  of 
the  economy.   For  updated  projections,  see  Appendix  17  in  the  final  EIS. 


13. 


14. 


Scott  Hirschi,  St.  George  Testimony 

Refer  to  St.  George  Exhibit  4  for  a  discussion  of  these  comments. 

Jeffry  Worby,  St.  George  Testimony 


SGT  Comment  14-1 

The  Allen-Warner  project  is  a  project  of  which  we  must  support.  We  have 
a  great  opportunity  to  take  part  in  the  effort  of  this  country  to  solve  our 
problem  of  energy,  and  in  addition,  to  the  problem  of  this  country's  problem 
with  water  by  supporting  these  projects  and  making  sure  that  it  is  accom- 
plished. 

SGT  Response  14-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 

SGT  Comment  14-2 

I  know  for  a  fact  the  population  projections  that  have  been  in  this 
report  are  inaccurate.  We  have  seen  a  great  growth  in  our  area  and  it  has 
been  very  consistent. 

SGT  Response  14-2 

Refer  to  Letter  Response  86-1  for  a  discussion  of  this  comment. 

15.  Jay  Beacham,  St.  George  Testimony 

SGT  Comment  15-1 

What  I  was  thinking  is  a  potential  alternative  that  was  offered.  I 
think  it  would  be  good,  number  one,  to  forget  the  Warner  Valley  powerplant 
and  build  a  reservoir  which  we  really  need.  There  are  other  reservoirs  on 
convergent  systems  which  can  generate  enough  electricity,  I  think  should  be 
routed  somewhere  else.  The  project  is  just  fine  except  we  do  not  get  the  air 
we  need.  We  have  got  enough  technology  to  surely  straddle  that  problem. 
Hopefully,  we  can  have  this  system  to  generate  enough  electricity  without 
being  so  polluting. 

SGT  Response  15-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  saking 
process. 

16.  Wayne  8.  Nuttall,  St.  George  Testimony 

Refer  to  Letter  72  for  this  testimony  and  the  corresponding  responses. 

17.  Pat  Heidenreich,  St.  George  Testimony 

Refer  to  St.  George  Exhibit  5  for  comments  and  responses  from  this 
presentation. 


18. 


Gordon  Anderson,  St.  George  Testimony 


4> 


SGT  Comment  18-1 

Well,  I  support  Alternative  5,  personally.  I  don't  see  why  we  need  to 
destroy  the  quality  of  life  in  this  area,  why  Utah  Power  &  Light  can't  supply 
that  power.  There  shouldn't  be  any  objection  from  anyone  in  this  room  of 
Utah  Power  4  Light  supplying  this  electricity  out  there.  According  to  the 
draft  LIS,  remember,  83  percent  of  this  power  is  going  to  California.  Accord- 
ing to  the  draft  EIS,  California  leads  the  nation  in  its  promotion  of  alter- 
native energy  sources  and  conservation- measures.  State  policy  is  that  alter- 
native energy  sources,  solar  energy  and  wind,  cogeneration,  can  and  should 
play  an  increasingly  important  role  in  meeting  energy  needs.  The  California 
Energy  Commission  states  geothermal ,  cogeneration,  renewable  energy  resources, 
including  solar,  are  available  now.  They  should  be  expanded  because  of  their 
favorable  and  environmental  characteristics,  their  efficiency,  their  more 
stable  cost,  the  fact  they're  indigenous  to  California.  Now,  application  of 
Alternative  Number  5  in  the  service  areas  would  result  in  an  energy  savings 
and  displacement  of  1,349  megawatts,  almost  twice  that  Allen-Warner  Valley 
would  produce  by  1991,  is  over  and  above  what  the  capacity  projected  by  the 
utilities  is.  This  capacity  would  be  equivlent  to  displacing  43  and  a  half 
million  barrels  of  oil  a  year,  so  there  is  more  than  one  way  to  get  around 
the  Ayatollah. 

SGT  Response  18-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process.  See  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  of  Chapter  1 
and  Alternative  6  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  concerning  the  availability 
of  power  for  the  St.  George  service  area  from  UP&L. 

19.  Jane  Whalen,  St.  George  Testimony 

SGT  Comment  19-1 

The  Department  of  Interior  recently  concluded  that  alternatives  are 
completely  feasible  and  suitable  for  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System. 
The  recent  announcement  of  the  construction  of  two  coal  powerplants,  well 
then  California  will  be  delayed  because  of  decreased  demands,  and  that  raises 
questions  in  our  minds  about  the  need  for  the  proposed  project  and  the  sense 
of  urgency  that  seems  to  surround  it.  This  suggests  that  there  is  time  to 
develop  an  alternative  to  the  proposed  project  that  is  growing  marginally 
acceptable. 

SGT  Response  19-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process.  See  the  discussion  of  energy  demand  in  the  updated  Purpose  and  Need 
of  Proposed  Project  section  of  Chapter  1  in  the  final  EIS. 

SGT  Comment  19-2 

The  EIS  states  that  the  reservoir  actually  yields  as  projected  assimula- 
tion,  however,  varying  between  16,000  or  63,000  acre-feet  due  to  extreme 
fluctuations  in  early  precipitation.  Since  the  average  annual  yield  of 
precipitation  simulation  is  32,000  acre-feet,  it  appears  unlikely  that  49,000 
acre-feet  scheduled,  as  proposed  by  the  Washington  County  Water  Conservancy 
District,  will  ever  be  really  realized.  There  is  not  that  much  water  in  the 
Virgin  River  to  take  care  of  all  this  projected  development.  A  recent 


petition  filed  in  June  to  determine  all  the  rights  to  the  use  of  the  water, 
both  surface  and  underground  within  the  drainage  area  of  the  Virgin  River, 
Utah,  may  present  accurate  figures  on  just  who  and  what  rights  will  be  ques- 
tioned -  what  rights  will  be  unquestioned  for  some  time  to  come. 

SGT  Response  19-2 

The  mean  annual  runoff  volume  at  the  proposed  Warner  Valley  project 
diversion  (assuming  a  diversion  of  about  6,500  acre-feet  per  year  to  the 
proposed  Kolob  Reservoir)  would  be  117,100  acre-feet.  This  petition  (Civil 
No.  7956,  Utah  Fifth  District  Court)  is  pending. 

SGT  Comment  19-3 

Another  problem  with  the  water  is  the  problem  with  water  and  coal  as  it 
comes  out  of  the  slurryline.  When  coal  is  separated  from  -  when  the  water  is 
separated  from  coal,  there  is  a  loss  of  some  of  the  Btu  capacity.  In  the 
Alton  coal,  it  is  already  at  a  level  of  Btu  with  high  ash,  high  sulfur  con- 
tent, that  it  can  hardly  be  compared  to  other  available  coal  sources  on  the 
market  today.  There  is  enough  coal  on  the  market  to  make  a  choice,  and  the 
reason  the  coal  is  cheapest  and  is  available  because  they  are  getting  the 
transportation  for  free.  Just  what  are  the  beneficial  uses  going  to  be  to 
all  of  us,  the  Utahns,  when  we  lose  our  water,  our  air,  our  coal,  and  our 
electricity? 

SGT  Response  19-3 

Your  comment  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making  process. 

SGT  Comment  19-4 

The  Karry  Allen  plant  raise  some  major  problems,  as  well,  that  need  to 
be  addressed.  The  cooling  towers  that  will  release  ammonium,  which  will 
react  as  sulphate  to  produce  air  salts,  will  reduce  visibility  more  than 
previous  estimates  indicate.  Short-term  increases  in  nitric  oxide  deter  that 
subway  ozone  problems  must  face,  as  well  as  visibility  problems,  are  already 
occurring  as  we  all  realize  every  time  we  drive  through  Las  Vegas. 

SGT  Response  19-4 

Refer  to  Letter  Response  5-2  concerning  ammonia,  and  Letter  Response  5-1 
concerning  ozone  and  visibility  impacts  to  Las  Vegas. 

SGT  Comment  19-5 

Current  reliability  estimates  for  air  pollution  control  equipment.. are 
overly  optimistic.  More  realistic  appraisals  of  equipment  and  reliability 
would  yield  more  pessimistic  estimates  of  potential  air  quality  problems. 

SGT  Response  19-5 

In  its  determination  of  8ACT  (which  was  used  to  estimate  air  quality 
impacts),  EPA  considers  the  reliability  of  equipment. 

SGT  Comment  19-6 

The  additional  air  pollution  resulting  from  the  Allen-Warner  Valley 
project  cannot  be  considered  in  isolation  from  these  other  projects.  EPA 
approved  the  additional  Ford  unit,  250  megawatt  unit,  to  the  Reid  Gardner 
plant  in  Nevada.  This  would  bring  Reid  Gardner  within  97  percent  of  the 
24-hour  national  air  quality  standards  for  sulfur  dioxide,  84  percent  of  the 
particulates,  and  it  would  also  be  75  percent  of  the  24-hour  Class  II  PSD  for 


sulfur  dioxide,  about  90  percent  of  the  particulates.  How  do  we  know  about 
the  future  of  the  Allen-Warner  Valley,  the  growth  of  these  plans,  and  its 
potential? 

SGT  Response  19-6 

Refer  to  Letter  Response  87-2  concerning  this  comment. 

SGT  Comment  19-7 

We  challenge  the  statistics  on  the  tracer  studies.  I  lived  in  Hurricane 
for  quite  some  time  and  was  around  when  the  test  was  occurring,  and  there  was 
supposed  to  be  a  time  when  atmospheric  conditions  were  at  its  worst,  and  they 
weren't.  We  would  challenge  the  figures  on  that  study.  If  we  are  going  to 
whittle  away  the  national  parks,  we  should  recognize  at  the  beginning  that 
all  such  whittlings  are  cumulative,  and  that  the  end  result  is  mediocrity, 
and  that  all  the  greatness  will  be  gone. 

SGT  Response  19-7 

Refer  to  Letter  Response  88-115  for  a  discussion  of  this  comment. 

20.  Celia  Rencher-Ryan,  St.  George  Testimony 

SGT  Comment  20-1 

We  are  talking  about  the  water  at  Kane  County;  the  whole  test  well 
process  conducted  to  date  by  Utah  International  in  the  Alton  area  has  been 
ridiculously  inaccurate,  to  say  the  least.  The  test  wells  that  provide  data 
on  the  water  table  elevations  are  the  most  crucial  bit  of  data,  and  are 
relatively  close  together,  and  no  reliable  measurements  of  saturate  thickness 
are  available  for  the  proposed  well  sites  at  a  greater  distance  from  the 
plant  site.  To  accurately  determine  the  extent  of  water  table  drawdown,  a 
long-term  pumping  test  would  have  to  be  conducted,  but  no  test  has  been  done 
to  date. 

It  seems  to  me  if  Utah  International  wants  this  operation  so  badly,  they 
should  have  been  out  there  a  long  time  ago  conducting  all  these  necessary 
tests  to  clear  up  this  pile  of  inconclusive  data. 

SGT  Response  20-1 

Refer  to  the  Ground  Water  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  section  under  Alterna- 
tive 1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of  this  information. 
Further  studies  on  water  resources  in  the  Alton  coal  lease  area  have  been 
completed. 

SGT  Comment  20-2 

The  EIS  states  the  impact  of  the  Harry  Allen  Warner  Valley  powerplant  on 
a  short  term  radioactive  neutracide  would  not  be  significant;  however,  the 
impact  over  a  long-term  period  like  the  life  of  the  project  is  not  known. 
This  long-term  radioactive  neutracide  better  be  known. 

SGT  Response  20-2 

Radioactive  emissions  are  discussed  in  the  Radioactive  Nuclides  section 
under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS.  Long-term  impacts  would 
not  be  significant  as  concentrations  would  be  well  below  natural  background 
levels. 


SGT  Comment  20-3 

In  Appendix  6  under  Standard  Operating  Procedures  of  air  quality,  it 
states  that,  "If  trace  element  problems  developed  based  on  fallout  monitoring, 
operations  of  the  powerplant  will  be  modified  to  eliminate  these  effects." 
How  effective  would  those  procedures  be?  "Modification  of  the  powerplant 
based  on  monitoring  would  be  100  percent  effective  in  preventing  trace^ele- 
ment  problems  beyond  those  occurring  up  to  the  time  Df  the  modi fication.  If 
I  understand  this  correctly,  the  modifications  would  simply  prevent  the  trace 
element  problem  from  being  any  worse.  It  would  not  attempt  to  lessen  trace 
element  problems.  This  is  totally  unacceptable  and  is  certainly  not  100 
percent  effective. 

SGT  Response  20-3 

This  mitigating  measure  is  modified  in  Appendix  13  of  the  final  EIS. 
Fallout  monitoring  would  detect  potential  adverse  effects;  however,  there  is 
no  100-percent  effective  method  to  eliminate  emissions  of  trace  elements. 

SGT  Comment  20-4 

SOURCE  supports  Alternative  5.  Full  implementation  of  this  alternative 
by  the  year  2000  would  result  in  a  reduction  of  key  energy  demands  of  413 
megawatts.  This  would  be  a  surplus  of  60  megawatts  over  and  above  the  capac- 
ity that  could  result  from  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  project  for  Nevada  Power. 
In  the  PG&E  and  Southern  California  Edison  service  areas,  Alternative  5  would 
result  in  3,059  megawatts  and  1,108  megawatts  surplus,  respectively,  over  and 
above  the  capacity  needed  by  1991.  The  reduction  in  total  energy  consumption 
would  result  in  lowering  of  overall  energy  cost  to  consumers. 

SGT  Response  20-4  .  . 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 

SGT  Comment  20-5 

In  conclusion,  in  reading  through  the  EIS,  it  is  to  the  frustration  of 
the  reader  that  the  EIS  is  wrought  with  phrases  of  ineptitude,  such  as:  ^  The 
impacts  of  such  a  situation  are  unknown;  the  extent  of  this  damage  can't  be 
quantified;  no  such  tests  have  been  conducted  to  state  the  actual  effect  of 
these  tests;  factors  can't  be  quantified  at  this  time;  there  is  insufficient 
information  to  determine  the  extent  of  the  fault  in  the  Navajo  sandstone;  no 
determination  can  be  made  from  the  unavailable  information,  cannot  be  deter- 
mined due  to  insufficient  data;  little  data  is  available  in  ground  water 
occurring  in  and  near  the  lease  area;  the  result  from  the  tests  are  unknown; 
the  impact  over  long-term  life  of  the  project  is  not  known;  the  frequency  of 
occurring  conditions  is  not  known;  couldn't  be  determined  due  to  insufficient 
data;  values  which  can't  be  accurately  identified  at  the  present  time;  recla- 
mation may  be  hampered  by  lack  of  topsoil,  poor  physical  and  chemical  topsoil 
characteristics,  and  the  variability  of  precipitation.  It  is  our  sincere 
hope  that  the  final  EIS  will  not  be  cluttered  with  such  inconclusive  informa- 
tion. 

SGT  Response  20-5 

Refer  to  Letter  Responses  22-1  and  104-21  for  a  discussion  of  this 
comment. 


21.   Ron  Renchqr,  St,  George  Testimony 

SGT  Comment  21-1 

Utah  Power  &  Light  in  their  annual  report,  I  think  it  was  2  years  ago, 
did  a  study  whereby  they  put  it  on  a  graph,  put  their  consumption  and  rate 
hikes  for  their  consumers  on  a  graph,  and  every  time  they  raised  their  rates, 
the  consumption  went  down.  Typically  when  powerplants  raise  their  rates,  as 
UP&L  was  able  to  raise  their  rates  to  finance  the  new  generating  facility, 
they  found  out  that  when  they  raised  their  rates,  the  public  cut  back  their 
consumption  to  the  point  where  they  no  longer  needed  to  build  that  new  facil- 
ity. 

SGT  Response  21-1 

The  electrical  energy  needs  projected  in  the  final  EIS  take  into  account 
the  point  mentioned.  See  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  of 
Chapter  1  in  the  final  EIS. 

SGT  Comment  21-2 

In  conclusion,  I  represent  myself  and  future  generations.  I  support 
Alternative  Number  5  because  I  think  it  is  the  only  long-term  solution  to  the 
problems  that  we  have  today. 

SGT  Response  21-2 

Your  view  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making  process. 

ZZ.     John  Vander-Meide,  St.  George  Testimony 

SGT  Comment  22-1 

Well,  1  am  sure  that  after  the  thing  is  built  and  certain  wells,  it  may 
not  be  us,  it  may  be  other  well  users.  Your  own  well  probably  will  go  dry, 
and  there  are  some  people  who  will  get  hurt.  It  could  be  some  of  us;  it 
could  be  some  jther  people.  What  remedy  does  the  public,  does  the  little 
guy,  really  have?  Can  you  sue  the  government?  Do  you  go  to  the  canal  com- 
pany and  say,  now,  I  want  a  thousand  acre-feet  of  water;  how  can  I  get  it? 
What  is  the  remedy?  If  you  arQ  allowed  to  sue  the  government,  then  what 
would  the  cost  of  this  remedy  be  to  this  project?  In  other  words,  if  the 
people  up  in  one  area  lose  their  water  because  their  table  drops,  what  is  the 
cost  of  the  impact  of  that  going  to  cost  the  taxpayers?  If  it  is  basically 
tough  beans,  you  are  out  of  water,  see  you  later,  we  can't  undo  the  project; 
it  is  here  now  -  so  the  problem  that  this  book  lacks  is  a  remedy  or  cost  of  a 
remedy  to  the  people  that  are  going  to  get  hurt  by  the  project.  Do  they  have 
a  right  to  sue  the  government?  Do  they  have  a  right  to  recover  their  lo;ses? 
I'd  like  to  see  that  included  in  this  book,  the  cost  of  that  remedy.  If  the 
people  who  depend  on  water  in  Kane  County  and  Washington  County  lose  some  of 
their  water,  what  would  be  the  economical  loss  be  either  to  the  project 
because  of  a  suit  or  to  the  individual  because  it  is  tough  beans?  I'd  like 
to  see  that  presented  to  the  Secretary  of  Interior  so  we,  at  least,  know  what 
the  cost  of  the  remedy  will  be. 

SGT  Response  22-1 

The  Utah  Division  of  Water  Rights  is  the  agency  charged  with  appropriat- 
ing and  allocating  water  rights.  BLM  analyzes  all  existing  data  on  water 
resources  but  it  does  not  approve  or  disapprove  water  applications. 


23.  Clayton  Atkins,  St.  George  Testimony 

SGT  Comment  23-1  • 

We  have  got  a  national  resource  lying  there;  let's  use  it.  It  is  not 
going  to  hurt  our  country  by  using  these  things,  and  I  have  got  enough  faith 
in  the  technology  and  the  expertise  of  our  people  today,  and  this  is  where 
some  of  the  environmental  concerns  have  to  have  a  good  head,  that  they  will 
control  the  quality  of  air  that  comes  out  of  those  things,  and  emissions  and 
things.   I  think  they  can  handle  that. 

SGT  Response  23-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 

24.  Jim  Godfrey,  St.  George  Testimony 

SGT  Comment  24-1 

For  instance,  the  California  public  utilities  have  already  cited  that 
both  SCE  and  PG&E  can,  through  cogeneration,  create  enough  megawattage  to 
accommodate  what  they  will  be  drawing  from  the  Warner  Valley  project.  Con- 
servation is  a  very  strong  case  for  doing  such  a  thing,  and  it  seems  like  it 
has  not  been  mentioned  very  often,  the  usage  of  electricity.  I  was  very 
curious  that  no  one  had  mentioned  that. 

SGT  Response  24-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process.  The  topics  of  your  comment  are  discussed  in  the  Existing  and  Pro- 
jected Electrical  Energy  Demand  section  of  Chapter  3  and  the  Alternative  '5 
section  in  Chapters  2  and  4  of  the  final  EIS. 

SGT  Comment  24-2 

I  want  to  mention,  also,  some  of  the  questions  that  have  come  up  about 
the  reservoir.  I  hope  the  EIS  will  take  this  into  account  also.  Real  Hea- 
then has  identified  the  fault  line  of  Hurricane  fault  as  probably  the  most 
active  and  dangerous  fault  in  Utah,  more  so  than  the  Wasatch  fault.  This 
goes  right  beneath  the  reservoir,  and  while  the  reservoir  has  its  merits, 
they  have  a  reservoir  in  an  unstable  position  which  needs  to  be  looked  into. 

SGT  Response  24-2 

The  Hurricane  fault  does  indeed  lie  near  the  Warner  Valley  water  project, 
and  this  was  considered  in  the  analysis.  Recent  (Holocene  period)  faulting 
does  not  appear  to  have  occurred  along  the  Hurricane  fault,  or  any  other 
faults  in  the  Arizona-Utah  border  region,  and  therefore,  the  fault  appears  to 
pose  a  minimal  threat  to  the  dam  structure. 

SGT  Comment  24-3 

Another  question  is  the  salinity  of  the  Virgin  River.  For  a  long  time, 
there  was  going  to  be  a  project  that  was  going  to  be  a  saline  authentic 
spring,  but  that  has  since  been  scrapped  because  of  the  prospectus  and  effec- 
tiveness of  that,  and  now  one  diversion  happens,  and  there  will  be  saline 
going  into  the  Colorado  River  affecting  all  the  people  downstrean.  I  would 
like  the  EIS  to  look  into  this  and  come  up  with  some  conclusions. 
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SGT  Response  24-3 

Refer  to  the  Effects  on  the  Virgin  River  System  section  under  Alterna- 
tive 1  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of  salinity  impacts 
that  reflects  your  concern. 

SGT  Comment  24-4 

The  socioeconomic  situation  of  the  EIS  brought  questions  into  my  mind, 
also.  We  looked  into  the  primary  increases,  and  I  cannot  find  anything  that 
would  mention  any  one  of  the  most  present  parts  of  socioeconomics.  We  are 
drarvn  into  categories  where  they  shift  from  one  group  to  the  next  group; 
people  living  there  would  be  living  there,  but  in  reality,  people  will  choose 
the  path  of  least  resistance.  To  me,  living  in  Hurricane,  Hurricane  stands 
as  a  primary  target  for  enormous  impact.  We  have  the  road  bend  11  miles  away 
from  where  the  plant  will  be,  and  with  a  new  allocation  of  land  in  that  area, 
it  seems  as  though  Hurricane  will  definitely  come  up  with  the  greatest  impact 
of  these  people.  That  being  the  case,  crime  for  instance,  which  is  of  great- 
est concern  to  the  people  in  this  town,  is  that  according  to  attorney  Paul 
Graff,  crime  rises  at  a  rate  of  four  to  six  times  for  every  1  percent 
increase.  In  other  words,  100  percent  increase  brings  400  to  600  percent 
more  crime  than  we  know  it  now,  so  we  would  appreciate  this  being  looked  into 
for  the  future. 

SGT  Response  24-4 

Refer  to  the  Socioeconomics  section  under  Alternative  1  of  Chapter  4  in 
the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of  the  topic  of  this  comment. 

SGT  Comment  24-5 

Along  the  same  socioeconomic  ideas  is  the  cry  tourism,  that  tourism 
won't  be  affected.  We  are  looking  at  an  increase.  Even  this  year  there  has 
been  gas  problems,  an  increase  of  12  percent  tourism  in  Bryce  and  Zions  Park, 
and  they  are  going  to  have  different  effects  on  these  places  that  we  are 
going  to  have  *o  realize.   I  think  this  certainly  should  be  looked  into. 

SGT  Response  24-5 

To  reflect  this  comment,  a  discussion  on  tourism  is  included  in  the 
Recreation  and  Aesthetics  sections  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 

SGT  Comment  24-6 

Hurricane's  master  plan  comes  close  to  the  picture  of  an  agricultural 
community,  a  community  dedicated  and  brought  by  forefathers  and  people  who 
believe  in  this  area.  It  should  be  used  for  agriculture,  and  should  be 
continued  to  be  dealt  with  along  the  lines  of  planting  and  so  on.  Along  that 
line,  that  Hurricane's  master  plan  could  encourage  not  clouding  the  air  with 
this  Allen-Warner  Valley  project,  we  want  to  really  suggest  that  all  of  these 
things,  socioeconomics  and  such,  that  Hurricane  might  be  turned  into  an  area 
of  subdivisions,  and  that  the  agriculture  area  of  Utah  heritage  would  be 
clipped  off,  both  at  Kanab  and  Glendale  Springs,  and  at  the  Hurricane  fields, 
and  we  need  to  look  at  if  this  is  truly  what  we  want  to  do. 

There  was  a  person,  Gordon  Pinper,  who  was  the  supervisor  of  the  State 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  Utah,  who  said  there  is  a  definite  decline, 
meaning  more  crops  than  human  crops,  and  that  was  a  more  dangerous  situation 
than  just  the  lack  of  power.  If  we  lose  our  ability  to  feed  ourselves,  then 
suddenly  we  are  going  to  be  in  a  very,  very  vulnerable  position. 


SGT  Response  24-6 

Analysis  of  potential  impacts  from  the  construction  of  project  compo- 
nents in  the  vicinity  of  Hurricane  indicates  there  would  not  be  any  loss  of 
existing  agricultural  lands.  Project  proponents  contend  that  at  least  a 
portion  of  the  water  from  the  Warner  Valley  water  project  would  be  available 
for  agricultural  purposes. 

25.  Hark  Meinert,  St.  George  Testimony 

SGT  Comment  25-1 

It  really  differs  in  no  way  to  any  other  contemporary  energy  project 
that  is  proven  to  be  only  a  temporary  solution.  There  exists  nothing  in  it 
which  will  advance  our  society  or  individuals  of  society.  It  produces  elec- 
tricity, money,  pollution.  It  will  not  advance  another  thing  or  attitude 
toward  our  future.  It  is  a  temporary  solution,  not  a  progressive  improvement 
over  the  past.  It  is  stagnant,  and  it  utilizes  very  little  new  technology. 
It  suffers  an  acute  lethargy.  On  the  other  hand,  alternative  sources  of 
energy  encourage  hope  and  future  in  our  minds  and  souls. 

SGT  Response  25-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 

26.  Peter  Ryan,  St.  George  Testimony 

SGT  Comment  26-1 

Our  most  severe  energy  shortage  is  our  unwillingness  to  start  going  to 
alternative  energy,  and  the  Allen-Warner  project  is  temporary.  It  is  not 
really  a  long  term  solution.  We  have  to  think  ahead. 

SGT  Response  26-1 

Your  comment  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 

27.  Elizabeth  Catalon,  St.  George  Testimony 

SGT  Comment  27-1 

But  another  thing  that  you  need  to  consider  is  when  you  build  that 
reservoir  and  run  over  Hurricane  fault,  you  also  have  to  consider  scnething 
the  government  has  left  out.  Every  time  they  shoot  off  another  bomb  under- 
ground, those  fault  lines  rock,  and  if  you  want  to  question  me,  I  can  give 
you  the  authorities  to  contact,  and  you  can  find  out  about  that.  That  is  a 
fact  that  has  to  be  considered. 

SGT  Response  27-1 

Refer  to  St.  George  Public  Hearing  Response  24-2. 

SGT  Comment  27-2 

Another  is  the  up  and  coming  socioecological  impact  of  the  MX. 

SGT  Response  27-2 

The  cumulative  impacts  of  both  the  AWV  project  and  MX  cannot  be  ade- 
quately addressed  until  decisions  concerning  the  basing  mode  of  MX  are  made 
by  the  U.S.  Air  Force  and  their  environmental  impact  assessment  work  has  been 
conducted. 


28.  Wallace  Ewell,  St,  George  Testimony 

SGT  Comment  28-1 

I'd  like  to  know  one  alternative  energy  source  that  is  on  the  line  right 
now.  Somebody  name  just  one.  They  have  many  ideas,  they  are  trying  many 
things,  but  they  are  years  away. 

SGT  Response  28-1 

The  use  of  alternative  energy  sources  is  especially  active  in  California. 

For  details,  refer  to  the  Existing  and  Projected  Electrical  Energy  Sources 

Hix  section  in  Chapter  3  of  the  final  EIS. 

SGT  Comment  28-2 

We  need  this  energy,  and  we  need  it  now,  or  we  are  not  going  to  grow. 
If  we  don't  grow,  then  we  will  stagnate.  When  we  do  that,  this  country  will 
start  losing  its  population,  and  things  will  go  down,  and  it  won't  be  worth 
it. 

SGT  Response  28-2 

Your  comment  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 

29.  Dr.  Booth,  St.  George  Testimony 

SGT  Comment  29-1 

We  are  also  taking  the  word  of  a  very  few  people  as  to  the  facts.  We  do 
need  X  amount  of  power,  X  number  of  times,  and  that  it  could  only  come  from 
this  project,  whereas  we  require  a  bureau  the  size  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  to  tell  us  whether  or  not  a  plan  is  economically  or  environment- 
ally feasible.  We  still  undertake  the  word  of  one  or  two  people  in  our 
community  about  the  need,  the  absolute  need  of  these  kinds  of  projects. 

SGT  Response  29-1 

Forecasts  for  energy  needs  were  made  by  the  proponents  and  were  subject 
to  independent  verification.  Refer  to  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed 
Project  section  under  Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS  for  details  of  the  verifica- 
tion findings. 

SGT  Comment  29-2 

My  feeling  is  this  area  can't  stand  it.   I  don't  think  it  can 
to  2,000  people  that  it  will  need  to  come  here  to  live  a  short  period 
for  the  construction  of  this  project,  if  it  should  be  approved, 
heard  from  Ms.  Catalon  who  has  not  raised  her  children,  and  we  have 
lot  from  men  who  have  come  and  already  raised  their  children  here, 
my  kids  in  this  area,  and  I  am  concerned  about  what  2,000  people  of 
that  would  come  and  build  a  power  project  would  do  to  our  schools 
churches,  and  to  our  hospital  system.   I  am  not  expressing  an  opinion 
or  the  other  in  terms  of  what  they  ought  to  do  with  the  system.   I 
much  concerned  in  what  they  will  do. 
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SGT  Comment  29-3 

Finally,  no  one  has  shown  us  why  we  need  a  plant  right  there,  a  big 
plant  at  the  Allen  area.  Why  can't  it  be  built  in  an  area  out  in  Page,  out 
in  the  Glendale  area?  Why  do  we  have  to  build  another  semi-big,  obviously 
quite  small  plant  which  we  also  have  never  been  told  may  be  doubled,  tripled, 
or  quadrupled  in  the  next  10  years.  It  has  never  been  told  to  us  why.  Are 
people  keeping  things  from  us  on  both  sides? 

SGT  Response  29-3 

The  applicants  selected  the  areas  of  the  proposed  powerplants.  These 
proposed  powerplants  are  subject  to  a  variety  of  environmental  standards  and 
regulations  which  are  designed  to  preserve  human  health  and  safety.  Areas 
such  as  Glendale  and  Page  already  are  the  sites  of  powerplants  which  are  at 
maximum  capacity  because  of  environmental  regulations. 


30. 


Barbara  Felton,  St.  George  Testimony  (read  by  Hr.  Curtis) 


SGT  Comment  30-1 

A  power  increase  has  been  stated  vital  to  St.  George.  No  mention  has 
been  made  of  delivery  to  the  surrounding  communities  now  served  by  CP 
National.  If  Utah  Power  4  Light  succeeds  in  purchasing  CP  National  system, 
all  of  these  communities  will  derive  no  benefit  from  the  Warner  Valley  power- 
plant.  In  fact,  one  wonders  if  500  or  even  250  megawatts  would  be  needed  by 
St.  Geroge  alone. 

SGT  Response  30-1 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  Baking 
process. 


SGT  Response  29-2 

Impact  analysis  indicates  that  Hurricane  and  nearby  communities  would 
indeed  experience  difficulty  in  accommodating  project  associated  growth. 
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COUVENTS  FOn  PRESENTATION  AT  THE  BLU  HEARINGS 
ON  TDB  ALLEN-WARNER  VALLET  ENERGY  SYSTEM 


Uy  name  is  Timothy  C.  Spangler  and  I  am  Vice  President 
of  North  American  Weather  Consultants,  a  Certified  Consulting 
Meteorologist,  and  was  the  Project  Manager  for  a  Gas  Tracer 
Field  Program  conducted  for  the  Warner  Valley  Generating  Station 
during  January  1960.  The  program  investigated  plume  dispersion 
patterns  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  Warner  Valley  generating 
station  during  the  period  January  14  to  the  27th,  1980.  The 
program  consisted  of  eight  (8)  separate  tracer  releases  on 
six  (6)  days  with  each  release  accompanied  by  extensive  meteoro- 
logical measurements  of  surface  winds,  wind  aloft,  and  vertical 
temperature  profiles. 

The  period  of  the  study  was  excellent  for  the  evaluation 
of  stable  plume  impact  on  the  surrounding  terrain.  The  weather 
included  the  most  frequently  occurring  wind  directions,  the 
winds  were  light  and  surface  inversions  were  present  most 
every  night.  Conditions  for  direct  stable  plume  transport 
toward  Zion  National  Park  were  not  encountered,  but  an  evaluation 
of  regional  climatology  indicated  that  such  conditions  are 
so  rare  that  they  nay  not  occur  at  all  in  any  given  year. 
I'll  comment  more  on  that  later. 

The  tracer  study  was  designed  with  Inputs  from  the  EPA 
and  National  Park  Service,  both  of  which  were  invited  to  send 
representatives  to  observe  the  study.  Their  representatives 
were  present  during  the  early  part  of  the  study  and  did  observe 
one  experimental  day. 


A  tracer  gas  and  visible  smoke  were  released  at  altitudes 
approximating  the  generating  station  plume  rise.  The  exceptions 
to  this  were  the  releases  attempting  to  evaluate  Impact  in 
Zion  National  Park  which  were  released  at  heights  significantly 
exceeding  the  expected  plume  rise  in  response  to  a  suggestion 
of  the  EPA.   This  was  done  in  order  to  reach  an  altitude  with 

flow  going  toward  the  park  since  the  low  level  flow  in  which 
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the  generating  station<*would  have  been  trapped  was  draining 

the  opposite  direction.  The  tracer  program  provided  quantitative 
plume  impact  evaluations  for  stable  southeast,  stable  southwest, 
and  nighttime  drainage  flows.  In  addition,  the  results  of 
the  study  contained  valuable  information  on  the  structure 
of  stable  drainage  flows  in  the  Warner  Valley  area. 

Reviewing  first  the  potential  Impact  in  Class  II  areas: 
The  tracer  studies  showed  that  the  maximum  Class  II  three-hour 
concentration  to  be  expected  was  on  Sand  Mountain  just  northwest 
of  the  plant  site.  The  concentration  measured  under  stable 
conditions  was  58  Zig/nfl  which  is  far  below  the  Class  II  three- 
hour  PSD  increment  for  S02 . 

The  maximum  estimated  24-hour  concentration  at  the  same 
location  was  15  ,i(j»/m3  *r  again  far  below  the  Class  II  PSD 
increment. 

Previous  model  evaluations  of  impact  on  Sand  Mountain 
have  used  the  EPA  Valley  Model  with  a  plume  rise  equation 
(Brlggs;  1969,  1972)  tho^underpredicted  the  actual  rise  when 
compared  with  recent  studies  by  Sutherland  and  Spangler  (1980). 

When  a  more  recent  plume  rise  equation  from  Briggs,  1975 
Is  used  in  the  Valley  Model,  the  maximum  24-hour  concentration 


for  Sand  Mountain  Is  50 /{.g/m3.   This  represents  55%  of  the 
Class  II  24-hour  Increment  for  S02. 

Thus,  the  tracer  study  concluded  that  neither  the  3-hour 
or  24-hour  PSD  Class  II  Increment  will  be  exceeded  based  on 
both  measured  and  model  information. 


in  the  western  United  States  have  shown  that  the  very  stable 
case  is  a  very  rare  occurrence  above  300  o  agl. 

The  conclusion  of  our  study  is  th? t  the  maximum  concentra- 
tions in  Zion  National  Park  will  not  exceed  either  the  Class  I 


Zion  National  Park  is  the  only  existing  Class  I  area 
near  the  proposed  generating  station  that  might  be  affected 
by  the  plant  effluent.  To  date,  the  predicted  impact  at  Zion 
using  the  Valley  Model  has  indicated  that  the  24-hour  Class  I 
PSD  increment  could  be  exceeded.  I  feel  that  using  the  Valley 
Model  in  this  situation  is  not  reasonable  for  four  reasons. 

Fj_rst:  The  Valley  Model  was  applied  assuming  direct 
plume  transport  from  the  source  to  the  park  -  an  unreasonable 
assumption  for  such  complex  terrain. 

Second:?:  The  evaluation  of  the  predicted  plume  rise 
indicates  that  the  plume  would  not  rise  sufficiently  to  exist 
the  frequently  occurring  drainage  flow  away  from  the  park 
and  eater  the  southwesterly  flow  aloft.  Thus,  the  plume  cannot 
be  transported  towards  the  park  when  stable  conditions  are 
most  likely  to  exist.  • 

Thirdly:  Measurements  of  plume  '  dispersion  during  the 
study  show  that  the  plume  dispersion  was  enhanced  by  the  rugged 
terrain  features  of  the  area.  This  enhancement  is  not  incorporated 
Into  the  Valley  Model. 

Lastly,  the  Valley  Model  computation  assumed  a  very  stable 
case.  Data  from  the  National  Weather  Service  rawinsonde  stations 


The  results  of  the  study  also  speak,  however,  to  the 
visibility  analysis  presented  in  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy 
System  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  The  visibility  analysis 
presented  by  Williams  assumes  that  the  plume  is  transported 
directly  to  Zion  National  Park  with  a  2  m/s  wind  and  ^stable 
conditions.  In  addition,  the  analysis  assumed  that  the  pluae 
will  rise  to  a  height  sufficient  to  clear  all  the  upwind  terrain 
during  transport  to  the  Class  I  area.  These  assumptions  are 
unreasonable  for  reasons  similar  to  those  just  given  for  not 
using  the  Valley  Model  for  estimating  impacts  In  Zion: 

First:  The  plume  was  transported  directly  to  Zion  National 
Park  when  numerous  studies  have  shown  that  stable  light  wind 
cases  exhibit  extensive  plume  meandering,  especially  In  complex 
terrain. 

Secondly:  A  very  stable  case  with  southwest  flow  was 
assumed  to  exist  several  thousand  feet  above  the  ground. 
An  analysis  of  Western  NWS  rawinsonde  data  from  stations  such 
as  Salt  Lake  City  and  Las  Vegas  show  that  such  cases  occur 
less  than  seven  times  per  year  on  the  average  at  that  altitude. 
The  same  analysis  also  showed  that  at  Las  Vegas,  the  closest 
rawinsonde  station  to  Warner  Valley,  the  combinations  of  a 
very  stable  case  and  flow  from  the  southwest  quadrant  ocurred 
less  than  one  half  day  per  year  at  1500  feet  above  ground 
level. 


Thirdly:  The  possibility  that  the  plume  under  stable 
conditions  could  rise  to  a  height  which  would  clear  intervening 
terrain  for  its  transport  to  Zlon  National  Park  is  shown  to 
be  clearly  unreasonable  by  data  gathered  in  the  tracer  study. 
The  weather  that  causes  a  stable  case  to  ocur,  also  causes 
a.  significant  drainage  flow.  When  this  drainage  flow  ocxnzs  Occ^/~-r 
the  Warner  Valley  Generating  Station  plume  will  be  trapped 
in  a  flow  away  from  Zion  some  1500  to  2000  feet  below  the 
altitude  necessary  for  it  to  be  transported  toward  the  Class  I 
area  without  encountering  intervening  terrain. 

In  conclusion,  to  make  an  assumption  that  a  stable  plume 
can  be  transported  directly  to  Zion  National  Park  in  the  visibility 
analysis,  is  to  be  considering  a  scenario  that  may  never  occur. 
Thank  you. 
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Timothy  Spangler,  North  American  Weather  Consultants 

Refer  to  Letter  Response  88-115  for  a  discussion  of  the  comments  in  this 
exhibit. 
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STATEMENT  FOR  PUBLIC  HEARINGS 
ALLEN  -  WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM 
SHIRL  H.  PITCHFORTH 
July  31,  1980 

Hy  hake  is  Sh[rl  H.  Pitchforth.  I  am  Chairman  of  the  City  of 
St  George  Utility  Commission  and  have  had  that  responsibility 

FOR  THE  PAST  16  YEARS.   I  AM  A  RESIDENT  OF  THE  ClTY  OF  ST.  GEORGE 
AND  HAVE  LIVED  IN  ST .  GEORGE  FOR  60  YEARS. 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Allen-Warner 
Valley  Energy  System  challenges  the  need  of  St.  George  for 
electrical  energy  from  the  system  and  the  need  of  water  by 
St.  George  and  the  surrounding  communities.  I  would  like  to 

POINT  OUT  A  FEW  ITEMS  FOR  YOU  TO  CONSIDER. 

EIS  Table  A-10-1  shows  the  1980  population  as  10,916  and  a  2020 

POPULATION  OF  21,116.   The  TABLE  ON  PAGE  1-1  INDICATES  AN  ANNUAL 
POPULATION  INCREASE  OF  2.2%.   OBVIOUSLY  THE  TREND  INDICATED  BY  THE 
TABLE  IS  WAY  OFF.   THE  EIS  DOES  ACKNOWLEDGE  THAT  St.  GEORGE  CITY 
HAS  A  GROWTH  HISTORY  OF  7%    TO  10%  AS  INDICATED  IN  THE  PARAGRAPH 

headed  "Population"  on  page  3-31. 

VE  RAN  GROWTH  STUDIES  TEN  YEARS  AGO  ON  BASE  LINE  FIGURES  OF 
POPULATION,  WATER  AND  ELECTRICAL  NEEDS  DERIVED  FROM  TEN  YEARS  OF 
ACTUAL  HISTORY  AND  PROJECTED  20  YEARS  INTO  THE  FUTURE  BASED  ON  A 
COMPOUND  ?%    POPULATION  GROWTH.   OUR  TREND  FIGURES  PROVE  TO  BE  EX- 
CEEDINGLY ACCURATE  AND  ARE  COINCIDING  VERY  CLOSE  TO  THOSE  OF  THE 
luHO-IUkMKU.  FORECAST.   We  PRESENTLY  BILL  1100  RESIDENTIAL  ELECTRIC 
METERS   TIMES  THAT  BY  THE  NATIONAL  ACCEPTED  AVERAGE  OF  3.5  POPULATION 
PER  RESIDENCE  AND  YOU  GET  11,350.    THERE  IS  NO  WAY  YOU  CAN  PROJECT  A 
DEMAND  FOR  WATER  OR  POWER  WITHOUT  ACCURATE  BASE-LINE  FIGURES. 

'ON  PAGE  1-31  TABLE  W  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  SHOWS  A 
1930  DAILY  WATER  REQUIREMENT  FOR  THE  C.TY  OF  St .  GEORGE  OF  1,926,000 
GALLONS   A  10,987,000  GALLON  DAILY  REQUIREMENT  IS  INDICATED  FOR 
THE  YEAR  2020  AND  A  PRESENT  SYSTEM  CAPACITY  OF  11,057,000  GALLONS 
DAILY   THE  FACT  IS,  THAT  WE  HAVE  HAD  DAILY  REQUIREMENTS  DURING 
EACH  OF  THE  LAST  5  YEARS  OF  OVER  10,000,000  GALLONS  PER  DAY. 

ON  PAGE  1-3  PARAGRAPH  1,  THE  EIS  IND.CATES  THE  STATE  OF  UTAH  REQUIRES 
800  GALLONS  PER  DAY  PER  CONNECTION  BY  ASSUMING  2.5  PEOPLE  PER  HOOKUP. 

Please  be  advised  that  the  State  of  Utah  requires  800  gallons  per 

DAY  PER  HOOKUP  FOR  IN  HOUSE  USE  FOR  APARTMENTS,  CONDOMINIUMS,  ETC., 
BUT  IF  YOU  HAVE  A  SUBDIVISION  OR  RESIDENCE  WITH  LANDSCAPING  AND 
YARDS  YOU  ARE  REQUIRED  TO  HAVE  1600  GALLONS  PER  DAY.   You  SHOULD 
REJECT  THE  800  GALLONS  PER  DAY  INFORMATION.   YOU  SHOULD  ALSO  BE  AWARE 
THAT  HATE".  IS  LIKE  ELECTRICITY  YOU  HAVE  TO  SUPPLY  A  PEAK  DEMAND  WHICH 
IS  NOT  ALWAYS  SUBJECT  TO  WRITTEN  FORECAST, 

THE  MUNICIPAL  WATER  SYSTEM  OF  THE  ClTY  OF  ST.  GEORGE  FURNISHES  WATER 
FOR  THE  IRRIGATION  OF  PARKS,  CEMETERIES,  GOLF  COURSE,  AND  MAINTAINS 


St.  George  Exhibit  2 

Shirl  H.  PitcHforth 

SGE  Response  2-1 

Refer  to  Letter  Response  86-1  for  a  discussion  of  this  comment. 

SGE  Response  2-2 

The  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  under  Chapter  1,  table 
6  of  Appendix  11,  and  table  1-6  of  Appendix  17  are  revised  in  the  final  EIS 
to  reflect  your  comment. 

SGE  Response  2-3 

The  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  of  Chapter  1  is  revised 
in  the  final  EIS  to  reflect  your  comment. 
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TWO  IRRIGATION  STREAMS  FOR  WATERING  YARDS  AND  GARDENS.   THE  EIS 
MUST  TAKE  INTO  CONSIDERATION  THESE  USES  MIEN  ARRIVING  AT  A  USE 
REQUIREMENT  IN  THE  ST .  GEORGE  AREA.   GALLON  CONSUMPTION  IN  THIS  AREA 
CANNOT  BE  DETERMINED  BY  THE  800-1600  GALLON  PER  DAY  RULE, 

I  URGE  YOU  TO  LOOK  FAVORABLY  AT  BASE-LINE  FIGURES  IN  THE  BuRNS- 
MoNNELL  FEASEAB1LITY  STUDY  FOR  THE  ClTY  OF  ST.  GEORGE.   THE  STUDY 
HAS  HADE  WITH  NO  PRESSURE  OR  BIAS  ON  OUR  PART  AS  A  MEANS  OF  SUB- 
STANTIATING CUR  PARTICIPATION  IN  THE  WARNER  VALLEY  POWER  PROJECT. 

The  Eurns-I'cDonnell  study  was  the  basis  for  the  City  of  St.  George 

OBTAINING  FINANCIAL  BACKING  BY  THE  BONDING  FIRM  OF  MERRILL  LYNCH  £ 

Associates,  for  our  participation  in  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy 
System.  It  is  also  difficult  for  me  to  understand  why  so  much 

DATA  AND  INFORMATION,  THAT  WAS  GATHERED  AND  PAID  FOR  BY  THE 

principals  of  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Project  on  the  first  EIS 

STUDY,  FOR  WHICH  WE  SPENT  MILLIONS  OF  DOLLARS  AND  MILLIONS  OF  MAN 
HOURS,  PREPARED  AT  THE  REQUEST  OF  BLM,  IS  CAST  ASIDE  AND  NOT  USED 
SO  TO  SPEAK. 


L 


IN  REFERENCE  TO  THE  EIS  INFERENCE  THAT  UTAH  POWER  AND  LIGHT  WOULD 
HONOR  ALL  EXISTING  CONTRACTS.   THAT  IS  UNDOUBTEDLY  TRUE,  HOWEVER  St. 

George  is  unable  to  obtain  a  firm  power  contract  with  Utah  Power 

and  Light  under  any  circumstances,  unless  we  purchase  part  of  one  of  the.* 

GENERATING  SYSTEMS  AT  TOMORROWS  COSTS  AND  PAY  TOMORROWS  WHEELING  COSTS 

over  the  Utah  Power  and  Light  transmission  system  and  establish  some 

PATH  THROUGH  THE  EXISTING  CPU  AREA. 

|fe  HAVE  BtuN  ASKED  THE  QUESTION  "If  WARNER  VaLLEY  WEREN'T  BUILT  WOULD 
THE  LIGHTS  GO  OUT  IN  ST.  GEORGE?"    We  WOULD  ENDURE  BROWN  OUTS  AND 
BLACK  OUTS  AND  BE  HARASSED  BY  MANY  POWER  FAILURES  UNTIL  SUCH  TIME  AS  WE 
COULD  ACQUIRE   GENERATION  AND  TRANSMISSION  FROM  SOME  OTHER  SOURCE. 
ELECTRICAL  SERVICE  TO  CITIZENS  OF  WASHINGTON  COUNTY  WILL  COST  A  GREAT 
DEAL  MORE  IN  THE  FUTURE  IF  THE  WARNER  VALLEY  SYSTEM  IS  NOT  BUILT. 

Page  2-11  of  the  EIS  mentions  solar  systems  as  the  method  for 

CONSERVING  HUGE  AMOUNTS  OF  ENERGY.   THAT  IS  TRUE,  BUT  AT  A  PRICE. 

Also  you  will  be  investing  large  amounts  of  money  for  the  next 

10  TO  20  YEARS  OF  BUILDING  MODIFICATIONS  FOR  EXISTING  STRUCTURES  AND 
ADDED  COSTS  TO  AH  ALREADY  SUPER  PRICED  BUILDING  INDUSTRY,  AND  YOU 
"s OS    L  MUST  HAVE  BACKUP  SYSTEMS  THAT  CAN  ONLY  BE  FROM  COAL  FIRED 
GENERATION.    KE  ARE  CONSCIOUS  OF  ALL  OF  THE  NEW  BUILDING  AND  LOAD 
MANAGEMENT  TECHNIQUES  AND  WE  ARE  APPLYING  THEM  AS  RAPIDLY  AS 
PO  S  L  .   IF  WE  SAVE  THE  12%  TO  11%  ELECTRICAL  DEMAND  BY  THE  YEAR 
2000,  AS  PROPOSED  BY  THE  CENTAUR  ASSOCIATES  CONSERVATION  PROPOSALS, 
WE  STILL  NEED  THE  WARNER  VALLEY  SYSTEM.   THE  UPDATE  OF  OUR  FEASE- 
ABILITY  STUDY  COMPLETED  FOR  US  BY  BURNS-McDoNNELL  WHICH  RECOGNIZES 
TH   REND  TOWARD  ENERGY  CONSERVATION  POLICES  AND  TECHNIQUES  SHOWS 

POWER  RETIREMENTS  FOR  THE  YEAR  2000  AT  123.1  MEGAWATTS.   Th.S  C.TV 

HAS  JUST  BEGUN  TO  GROW. 


1  ADMIT  THAT  WE  ARE  NOW  AND  IN  THE  FUTURE  WILL  BE  SUBJECTED  TO  MORE 
STRINGENT  ELECTRICAL  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION  MEASURES.   BUT  AS  YET  I 
CANNOT  SEE  THAT  THE  TIME  HAS  COME  WHEN  I  HAVE  TO  TELL  A  YOUNG  MAN 
WITH  A  NEW  BRIDE  YOU  CAN  ONLY  BUILD  A  TWO  ROOM  HOUSE,  PLACE  A  25 
WATT  BULB  IN  EACH  ROOM  FOR  LIGHT  AND  YOUR  LANDSCAPING  KILL  CONSIST  OF 
ROCKS  AND  CACTUS  PLANTS.   Let's  CAREFULLY  BUILD  AND  DEVELOP  THE 
RESOURCES  THAT  WE  HAVE  AND  NOT  BANKRUPT  OUR  LIVES  OR  THIS  NATION. 

Sincerely, 


'SHIRL  H,  PITCHFORTK/ 
Chairman,  Utility  Commission 


SGE  Response  2-4 

Refer  to  Letter  Response  86-1  for  a  discussion  of  this  comment. 

SGE  Response  2-5 

Refer  to  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1 
of  the  final  EIS  for  an  updated  discussion  of  power  needs  by  the  city  of  St. 
George. 

SGE  Response  2-6 

Your  view  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  oaking  process. 


SGE© 


People  in  these  parts  are  quite  upset  with 
a  few  plants  and  animals  that  threaten  to  stop 
progress.   The  woundfin  minnow,  a  cactus  and  a 
poppy,  a  few  turtles,  and  probably  some  other 
humble  little  unknown  desert  creatures.   Well 
there's  one  species  that  must  go!   I'm  an 
environmentalist,  but  this  one  just  has  to  go. 
The  damn  thing  eats  up  everything  in  its  path, 
serves  a  useless  purpose,  and  creates  a  terrible 
stink.   The  Warner  Valley  White  Elephant  must  die. 

The  many  reasons  why  it  should  stop  far 
outweigh  the' one  and  only  motive  for  its  creation  - 
short  term  economic  gain. 

Then  what? 

After  the  initial  construction  period, 
radically  inflated  real  estate  prices,  and 
other  highly  inflated  costs  of  living,  what 
can  we  expect?   An  oversaturatcd  market  of 
over-priced  poorly  built  houses.   The  high 
wages  of  power  plant  construction,  long  gone, 
will  leave  the  local  economy  high  &  dry. 
The  average  local  family  wage  earner  will 
not  be  able  to  afford  a  new  home.   A  few 
fast  bucks  up  front  will  cost  us  all  plenty 
in  the  long  run.   I'm  surprised  the  conservative 
folks  of  St.  George  are  so  anxious  to  gamble 
with  so  much  to  lose. 

The  "Other  Palms  Springs"  becomes  the  "Other 
San  Bernardino."   A  once  beautiful  small 
desert  city,  with  clean  air,  safe  and  secure, 
grew  too  fast.   The  air  is  now  unsafe  to 
breathe,   the  crime  rate  spiraled,  the  costs 
of  basic  services  soared,  the  incomes  grew, 
as  did  taxes,  insurance,  all  costs  of  living. 
Once  good  productive  farmland  is  now  replaced 
by  tracts  of  low  quality  residential  boxes. 
Palm  Springs  environment  you  want,  take  another 
look.   Can't  happen  here  you  say.   Take  a  drive 
above  St.  George  and  look  down  on  the  valley. 
All  that  haze  already  and  without  a  power 
plant.   Add  several  thousand  tons  of  fly  ash, 
fugative  dust  from  very  rapid  development, 
mix  it  with  exhaust  from  traffic  and  heating 
and  you've  got  it,  smog,  sweet  smell  of 
progress. 

St.  George  gets  the  big  bucks,  a  piece  of  the 

pie  and  Hurricane,  La  Verkin,  Toquerville, 
Leeds,  Virgin,  Rockville,  Springdale  and 
Zion  Park  get  the  smog.   Very  thoughtful, 
nice  of  St.  George  to  show  its  neighbors 


a  willingness  to  share. 
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Growth.   You've  been  so  busy  you  haven't 
noticed.   They're  coming  here  now,  the  folks 
who  want  clean  air,  security,  the  climate, 
and  most  of  all  the  natural  beauty,  our 
greatest  asset.   The  area  has  a  natural 
guarantee  on  growth  that  is  clean,  beautiful, 
and  long  term  in  economic  prosperity.   It's 
a  great  place  to  live  here  in  Washington 
County  and  well  worth  keeping  it  that  way. 

I  commend  the  B.L.M.  on  their  draft  E.I.S.   I  do 
disagree  with  some  of  their  conclusions,  as  many 
of  us  will,  but  the  overall  work  was  thorough  and 
reflects  reasonably  accurate  information. 

The  opinion  of  the  people  most  adversely  effected 
by  this  project,   the  people  who  live  up  wind  from 
the  proposed  plant  site,  and  the  1.3  million 
tourists  per  year  who  visit  Zion  National  Park 
overwhelming  oppose  the  construction  of  this 
project.   We  strongly  urge  the  Secretary  of  The 
Interior  to  deny  the  application  for  the  entire 
Allen-Warner  Project.   The  best  alternative  is 
number  5,  the  development  of  solar  power  and 
increased  energy  conservation.   The  next  best 
alternative  is  no  action  at  all. 

Respectfully, 

Dale  Dockstader 
Rockville,  Utah 


St.  George  Exhibit  3 
Dale  Dockstader 

SGE  Response  3-1 

Your  comment  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  Baking 
process. 


45. 
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STATiiMEHI  FOB  PUBLIC  HEARINGS 

ALLEN-WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM 

JULY  31,  1980 

scott  hirschi 

my  name  is  scott  hirsou.  i  am  the  chairman  of  the  st.  george 
planning  commission,  i  have  lived  in  gt.  goerge  iiy  entire  life, 
i  am  concerned  for  the  area,  not  oiily  as  a  planner,  but  as  a 
proud  citizen.  i  feel  st.  george  is  unique  as  far  as  small 
rural  communities  iii  the  state  in  that  the  city  has  actively 
planned  for  its  growth  since  the  1930's. 

the  planning  commission  has  recently  completed  our  third  master 
plan.  in  that  master  plan  ne  address  such  things  as  anticipated 
grgv.'th  and  need  for  increased  utilities.  we  have  found  the  pop- 
ulation: to  d0u3le  approximately  each  10  years.  hone  of  our 
projections  of  population  or  power  and  water  requirements  agree 
with  those  in  the  env01rnmental  impact  statement.  we  feel  them 
not  to  he  realistic  and  to  he  based  on  incomplete  or  inaccurate 
data.  one  of  the  major  concerns  that  our  master  plan  expresses 
is  the  heavy  dependancy  we  have  oh  water  and  the  lack  of  the  same 
in  this  area.  the  st.  george  city  utility  commission  has  done  an 
excellent  job  in  phovidihg  for  our  water  needs  in  the  past  and  we 
are,  therefore,  fortunate  in  having  the  capicity  to  grow  somewhat, 
however,  according  to  the  latest  figures  available,  it  is  very 
apparent  that  our  present  system  will  be  inadequate  within  a  very 
short  n'jm3er  of  years  and  that  additional  sources  of  water  must 
be  found  in  order  to  support  the  growth. 


St.  George  Exhibit  4 

Scott  Hirschi,  St,  George  Planning  Commission 

SGE  Response  4-1 

Refer  to  Letter  Response  86-1  for  a  discussion  of  the  revised  population 
figures  in  the  EIS. 


THIS  SAKE  GROWTH  PRESENTS  FHObLENS  AS  TO  OUR  ELECTRICAL  SYSTEM 
CAPACITY.   WE  ARE  NOW  USING  MORE  POWER  THAN  IS  AVAILABLE  FROM 
OUR  PRESENT  SOURCE,  THAT  BEING  GLEN  CANYON  DAM.   IT  IS  IMPARAT1VE 
THAT  THE  CITY  ACOUIRE  ADDITIONAL  SOURCES  FOR  ELECTRICAL  POWER, 
SOURCES  WHICH  WILL  BE  ECONOMICALLY  FEASIBLE  AND  RELIABLE. 

ANOTHER  CONCERN  THAT  WE  OFTEN  HEAR  IN  FLANNING  CCKSMISSIOS  FROM 
INDUSTRY  DEVELOPMENT  WISHING  TO  LOCATE  IN  ST.  GEORGE,  IS  THEIR 
FEAR  OF  TROUBLESOME  POWER  OUTAGES  VIE  EXPERIENCE  ON  A  REGULAR  BASIS. 
WE  RELY  ON  A  LONG  SERIES  OF  TRANSMISSION  LINES  IN  ORDER  TO  CONVEY 
OUR  ELECTRICITY  FROM  THE  DAM  TO  OUR  CITY.   IT  IS  COMMON 
KNOWLEDGE  OF  THE  PROBLEMS  INCURRED,  ESPECIALLY  DURING  LIGHTENING 
STORMS.   I  CAN  REMEMBER  A  FEW  YEARS  BACK  WHEN  A  AIRPLANE  RAN  INTO 
THE  TRANSMISSION  LINE  AND  WE  WERE  OUT  OF  POV.'ER  FOR  THE  BETTER  PAFT 
OF  THE  DAY.   RECENTLY  WE  HAD  A  MANUFACTURER  APPROACH  THE  PLANNING 
COMMISSION  A30UT  LOCATING  IN  OUR  HEW  INDUSTRIAL  PARK.   AS  PART  OF 
HIS  PLANS,  I  NOTED  A  VERY  LARGE  GENERATOR.  WHEN  QUESTIONED  ABOUT 
THIS,  HE  INDICATED  THAT  HIS  MANUFACTURING  PROCESS  REQUIRED  A  CONST; 
RELIABLE  POWER  SOURCE  AND  THAT  HIS  INVESTIGATION  INTO  THE  ST. 
GEORGE  SYSTEM  INDICATED  THAT  WE  DID  NOT  HAVE  SUCH.   THE  ALLEN-WARN: 
PLANT  WOULD  GREATLY  REUDCE  THIS  PROBLEM.   I  FEEL  THE  ENERGY  AND 
WATER  REQUIREMENTS  OF  ST.  GEORGE  CITY  CAN  BEST  BE  MET,  BOTH  FROM 
AN  ECONOMICAL  AND  RELIABLILITY  STANDPOINT  BY  THIS  PROJECT. 

"ANOTHER  SIGNIFICANT  POSITIVE  IMPACT  OF  THE  PLANT  WOULD  BE  THE 
INCREASED  TAX  BASE  THAT  IT  WOULD  CREATE  IN  THE  COUNTY.   IT  SEEMS 
TO  ME  THAT  IN  THIS  DAY  OF  A  MULTITUED  OF  LAWS  PROTECTING  THE 
EHVOIRNMENT  THAT  WE  COULD  BE  GUARANTEED  THAT  THE  ENVOIRNMENT  AND 
THE  QUALITY  OF  LIFE  WOULD  NOT  BE  HARMED,  BUT  RATHER  SUBSTANTIALLY 

SGE  Response  4-2 

Refer  to  the  revised  text  for  water  supply  requirement  projects  in  table 
6  of  Appendix  11  and  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in 
Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of  the  topic  of  your  comment. 


IMPROVED    3Y   THIS    P50J2CT.       HOWEVER,    THE    REVERSE    COULD    VERY    WELL 
zZ    TP'JE    IF    THE    CITY    IS    NOT   AL3LE    TO    ACCUiRE    ADEQUATE    ELECTRICAL    AND 
'WATER    DEVELOPMENT. 


SGE   Response  4-3 

Your  views  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making  pro- 
cess. St.  George  has  to  date  approximately  45  MW  of  electrical  generating 
capacity.     The  peak  demand  reached  by  St.   George  to  date  was  32  MW. 


SGE   Response  4-4 

Refer   to   the   Socioeconomic   section   under  Atlernative  1  of  Chapter  4  in 
the  final   E1S  for  a  discussion  of  this  comment. 


^^  \_^i  la^ai  v^_^ 


SOUTHERN  UTAH  RESIDENTS  CONCERNED 
ABOUT  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


Cedar  City 
P.O.  Box  1453 
84720 


P.O.  Box  23 

Pine  Valley,  Utah 

S4722 


July  31,  1980 

TESTIMONY  FOR  TIE  PUBLIC  HEARING  ON  THS  DRAFT  BIS 
FOR  T13  ALLE1-VARNSR  VALLEY  EJfERGY  SYSTEM 

We  would  like  to  highly  conaend  the  BLH  for  the  excellent  Job  they  have  done  on 
the  EI3.     There  are  two  tiJLnga  about  this  draft  EIS  which  axe  uniquei   l)  it  includes 
Alternative  #5,  Conservation  and  Alternate  Energy  Sources,  and  2)  the  BLM  did  not 
identify  an  Agency  Preferred  Alternative.     We  believe  the  decision  not  to  identify 
the  bLH  Preferred  Alternative  was  correct,  not  only  because  of  the  coal  unsultablllty 
petition,  tut  also  becaune  so  much  of  the  data  Is  incomplete  at  this  tlae.     However, 
because  of  this,   the  public  ir.  denied  the  opportunity  to  consent  on  tho  BLM  selection 
at  tho  draft  EIS  stage.     Therefore,  we  believe  it  is  essential  for  the  BLK  to  announce 
their  criteria  for  soloctlon  of  the  Agency  Preferred  Alternative,  and  to  alien  public 
cosaant  prior  to  cocpletion  of  the  final  EIS. 

95£  of  tho  Allon-Warner  Valley  power  that  would  be  produced  Is  not  intended  for 
Utah  or  St.  George.     One  quarter  of  the  production  of  the  Warner  Valley  plant  (125  KSf) 
would  be  available  for  Utah.     I  would  like  to  quote  froa  pige  1-3  of  the  EI3i     "BLM 
assessments  indicates  tliat  the  city  of  St.  George  would  not  "need"   tho  125  MW  capacity 
that  would  be  available  from  the  proposed  Allen-Warner  Energy  Systea  in  1990.     This  is 
based  on  the  city's  own  projection  of  additional  enorgy  need  of  only  1*3.7  HW  and  the 
continuation  of  existing  power  supply  contracts  with  UP  &  L.     According  to  UP  *  L,  it 
would  neet  the  energy  needs  of  Its  custoaers  In  amounts  specified  in  the  contract." 
The  Allen-l.'arner  Valley  is  probably  the  aost  expensive  wostern  power  project  as  yet 
proposed  per  KW  produced.     There  would  be  little  advantr-ge  for  Utahns  to  purchase  any 
of  its  powor  whore  alternatives  are  assured.     The  EIS  discusses  the  several  alternative 
electric  power  sources  available  to  Washington  County  on  pages  U-\i\,  and  I  quotei 
"the  2nd  option  would  Involve  tho  purchase  of  all  its  needs  froa  HP  *  L,  assuring 
continuing  purchase  of  present  allocation  froo  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project," 
"Although  all  power  has  tentatively  been  allocated,  there  exists  the  possibility  that 
lay-off  power  Kill  bo  available  for  purchase  froa  several  nenbero  of  the  Interrountaln 
Power  Agency  which  operates  the  3,000  XV  IFF  plant.     It  cay  be  foaslble  for  St.  George 
to  initiate  a  prograa  of  conservation  and  alternative  energy  sources  development. 

St.  George  Exhibit  5 

Southern  Utah  Residents  Concerned  About  the  Environment 

SGE  Response  5-1 

The  concerns  in  this  comment  are  addressed  in  Letter  Response  63-Z. 


To  quota  paga  >33»  *Tfss  following  projected  lovels  cf  electrical  onergy  consumption 
for  the  ye-.rs  19?0  to  2C0O  fcr  the  St.  George  service  aroa,   aro  based  upon  tho 
assumptions  thit  par  capita  consumption  would  rtriln  conota.it  ovar  th.o  20  year  period 
and  that  changes  In  the  consumption  of  electricity  would  be  proportioned  to  changos 
in  the  populations  of  the  aroa."     Some  of  tho  population,  about  15;<,   is  not  year-round, 
and  this  v?.s  not  ts>.en  Into  consideration  In  tho  estimates. 

A  bcnu3  of  the  Allon-i.'arr.or  Project  for  Southwestern  Utah,   la  said  to  bo  tha 
related  '..'lrner  Valley  later  Project.     Tho  rater  Project  is  related  because  the  Varner 
Yalley  Ps'ier  Plant  wculd  requiro  6,000  to  10,000  aero  feet  per  year  froa  tho  rooervoir 
for  c»lt.3.     The  "15  on  pages  k-Z)  to  h-y>,  lists  scmo  of  tho  characteristics  of  tha 
diversion  and  the  reservoir.     According  to  the  EIS,   tho  water  would  to  no  Good  for 
arlifelntr.     To  ;.sot  the  L'tah  hcilth  standards,  it  would  roquiro  fnll  treatment  — 
flocoulation,  sedimentation,  filtration  and  diolnfecticn.     The  reservoir  would  be  no 
good  for  fishing  —  as  water  temperature  and  dissolved  oxygon  Units  even  for  vara 
water  fish  would  occasionally  be  exceeded.     The  reservoir  would  bo  no  Good  for  boating 
or  recreation  hemes  because  "taeed  on  the  computer  simulation,   ths  storage  in  the 
reccrvclr  would  fall  below  20, COO  acre  feet  about  5  out  of  every  35  years.     Storage 
would  fall  below  10, COO  aero  feet  about  one  out  of  every  35  years."     Theroforo,    5  tlr.es 
out  of  ever/  35  years,  the  roservoir  would  be  down  to  half  its  surface  area  with  a  60" 
drawdown  and  a-o^roxdrately  it25  acres  of  mudflats  would  surround  It.     This  would  be 
unpleasant  fcr  swimmers,   would  leave  docks  high  and  dry,   and  destroy  fish  spawning 
habitat.     ThU3  the  EIS  indicates  the  Water  Project  would  bo  good  for  cooling  the  1,'arnor 
Valley  Plant,  ar.d  little  else. 

Water  is  not  needed  for  the  Washington  County  Water  Ccnsorvancy  District  until  after 
the  year  2000  because  of  tho  recently  completed  Snow  Canyon  project.     By  tha  year  2020, 
there  would  bo  a  deficit  in  enly  one  of  the  town3  of  the  district  a3  shown  by  tho  Centaur 
study.     It  also  appear3  unlikely  that  the  amount  of  vater  proposed  by  the  Conservancy 
District  frcm  the  Water  Project  could  b3  realized  due  to  fluctuations  in  precipitation, 
the  requirements  of  the  power  plant  and  supplemental  irrigation  noods.     To  the  host  of 
our  knowledge,   there  has  never  Veen  any  effort  at  conservation  of  water  In  the  District. 
St.  Cecrgs  Is  In  an  Ideal  position  to  implement  conservation  prograas  and  alternate 
energy  Bourcc3.     A  variety  of  technologies  fcr  cutting  con.-unptlon  of  electricity  are 
rentlor.ed  in  the  EIS.     I'.any  of  these  could  be  enployed  quickly  and  with  little  cost  to 
users.     The  primary  efficiency  opportunities  would  be.  according  to  the  EISi 
l)  Improving  erlstlr.g  levels  of  insulation  thlch  could  be  implemented  quic!:ly  and  with 
only  low  to  moderate  coots  to  users,  and  2)  Conversion  to  core  efficient  energy  devices 
such  as  evaporative  cooling,  heat  pump  systems,   more  efficient  appliances  and  lower 
wittago/cora  cfficlont  lighting.     Solar  enorgy  would  bo  the  Boot  practical  altornatlvo 
energy  ayatea  for  St.  Ceorgo  to  apply.    Sun  la  the  one  thing  which  St.  George  haa  the 
no»t  of.    Solar  water  hoaUtg  and  both  passive  and  ftotlve  oolar  space  heating  could 


SGE  Response  5-2 

The  analysis  assumes  full  residency  because  the  utility  must  be  capable 
of  providing  service  to  the  maximum  level  of  demand, (or  peak  demand).  During 
that  period  of  the  year  when  part  time  residents  are  elsewhere,  the  excess 
capacity  would  probably  be  laid  off. 
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In  tL:o,  be  encouraged  Kith  proper  tax  lncontlves.     Conservation  efforts  could  prove 
t;at  i-orthvUle  tc  co-thim  Utah  residents  especially  In  viow  of  the  rlslTv;  onergy  coots. 
At  present,  as  stated  on  pa.-s  >38,  "St.  George  City  Utilities  doss  not  havo  a  foraallzed 
energy  conservation  prorraa  for  its  customers.     Periodic  eddrccsos  are  node  each  year  by 
a  utility  cpekesran  to  various  cltlion  (Troupe,   local  cchoolo,   etc,   advising  them  on  nays 
to  conserve  energy.     However,   cueh  prcrratts  as  enor/ry  audits,  forml  information/education, 
material  develor-.ont,  etc,   have  not  boon  cade  available ."     Thecs  r.ethods  have  been 
effective  in  reducing  per  capita  consumption  in  other  parts  of  tha  country,   so  that  tho 
proj-ctlcr."-.  of  pc.'^r  need  bacsd  on  Increased  population  and  Instant  ucs/caplta, 
especially  with  Increased  po::er  costs,  aro  not  realistic  and  grossly  overooticats  the 
amount  of  electrical  power  that  will  be  used. 

It  epp:fX3  tfc-t  llttlo  thought  has  tosn  piven  to  the  effect3  of  the  Allen- Wamor 
Valley  Energy  Systen  on  tourica  In  sou  thorn  Utah.     Bryce  Canyon  National  Park  will  bs 
subjected  to  visual  impairments  froa  tha  Alton  strip  rlr.o,  end  perhaps  destruction  of 
its  unique  and  fragile  spiros  a.id  pinnacles  duo  to  blasting  or  even  the  corrosive 
effect  of  teld  rain.     Ths  Vamor  Vall'.-y  powor  plant  would  provitlo  a  har.o  over  Zion 
National  Park,  particularly  during  tho  eiswer  r.onths.     Sconic  vistas  froa  Zion  would 
bo  heavily  inracted.     This  wo^d  deter  the  movlo  industry  frc^  using  this  orca  in  the 
future.     The  llarry  Allen  Plant  would  not  only  cover  the  Ery  Lako  area  with  snog,   and  add 
to  tha  Lao  Ve.-aa  encg,  but,  vhen  conditions  are  right,   would  fill  up  tho  Virgin  Corgo, 
anl  spill  over  into  Utah,   creating  another  tourist  attraction.     A  cooio-on  used  to 
er.courmge  visitation  to  the  area  is  tho  centlon  of  Southwentom  Utah's  clean  air.     Ths 
place  where  "Utah's  sun  spondo  the  rintor"   1b  likely  to  tocor.9  an  obsolete  quotation. 
Utah's  sun  nay  still  cpor.d  the  wlntor  In  Southwestern  Utah,   tut  tourists  will  ba  lucky 
to  sec  lta  erUllng  face.     Ths  pluce  frca  the  Warner  Valley  plant  will  extend  upwind 
toward  Zlcn  during  ths  surfer  and  lis  over  St.  George  in  ths  winter.     Othor  ouphealsns 
cuch  as  "A  year-rcur.1  place  In  tha  sun"  and  "the  other  Pain  Springs"  cay  fall  Into  disuse, 
Cilifomians  ray  prefer  to  stay  hor.e  in  their  own  dismal  air  rather  than  >:aoto  gas 
travelling  to  Southwsstcrn  Utah's  nurky  vapor. 

Southom  Utahns  are  rightly  proud  of  the  quality  of  living  in  their  urea,  and  encourage 
Callfcmlans  end  the  people  of  Salt  Leke  City  to  spend  the  wintor  hero.     People  fron  both 
these  areas  come  here  to  get  away  froa  the  snog,   and  not  back  Into  It.     We  believe  tha 
costs  to  tourism  and  retirement  living  far  outweigh  the  benefits  of  the  AW23   to  the 
city  of  St.  Ceorge.     Tho  final  EIS  Bhould  address  tho  cost  effects  detrimental  to 
retirement  and  tourlsn. 

In  conclusion,  SCiaCS  supports  Alternative  05,  which  would  save  more  foroign  oil 
and  would  be  in  the  best  Interests  of  the  people  of  Southwostom  Utah.     It  would  also  be 
In  the  best  Interest  of  the  people  of  Novade,  and  California. 

Patricia  II.  lioldenrolch 
Iron  Count  Co-ordlnator 
Cedar  City.  Utah 


SGE  Response  5-3 

A    discussion    on    impacts    to   tourism    is    included    in    the   Recreation  and 
Aesthetics    sections    in   Chapter  4  of   the    final    EIS   to   reflect  your  comment. 


Salt  Lake  City  Public  Hearing 
SPEAKER 

1.  John  Arlidge*,  Nevada  Power  Company 

2.  Glenn  J.  Bjorklund,  Southern  California  Edison 

3.  Patrick  H.  Vidal*,  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric 

4.  David  Mastbaum*,  Environmental  Defense  Fund 

5.  Timothy  C.  Spangler*,  North  American  Weather  Consultants 

6.  Jack  Spence*,  Sierra  Club 

7.  F.  Hunter  Weiler*,  California  Public  Utilities  Commission 

8.  Frank  Little 

9.  John  Ferrell ,  Utah  International  Inc. 

10.  Jay  Bingham,  Bingham  Engineering 

11.  Dennis  Strong*,  Utah  Division  of  Water  Resources 

12.  Rudger  M.  McArthur* 

13.  Dale  E.  Bingham 

14.  Michael  Budig 

15.  Gordon  Anderson,  Friends  of  the  Earth 

16.  Roy  S.  Buus,  Washington  County 
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1.  John  Arlidge,  Salt  Lake  City  Testimony 
Refer  to  Salt  Lake  City  Exhibit  1. 

2.  Glen  J.  Bjorklund,  Salt  Lake  City  Testimony 

SLCT  Comment  2-1 

In  reviewing  our  resource  plan  for  the  decade  in  the  80s,  I  can  see, 
categorically,  that  we  need  our  proposed  share  of  the  Allen-Warner  Valley 
energy  system.  The  Edison  and  California  Energy  Commission  recognizes  that 
we.  Southern  California  Edison,  need  over  6,000  megawatts  in  the  decade  of 
the  80s  to  meet  the  additional  capacity  requirements.  Our  resources,  in  the 
first  part  of  the  80s,  will  be  primarily  nuclear  through  1985.  Through  1985 
we  will  have  both  the  Onofre  San  and  Oquirre  and  our  share  of  the  Palo  Verde 
Nuclear  Station  as  a  major  resource.  In  the  last  half  of  the  decade  of  the 
80s,  in  addition  to  the  beginning  of  the  emergence  of  the  alternate  technolo- 
gies, the  Harry  Allen-Warner  Valley  project  is  the  only  basic  resource  that 
we  have  to  meet  the  needs  of  our  customers. 

The  California  Energy  Commission,  in  their  resolution  dated  May  21st  of 
this  year  have  indicated  that  Edison  does,  in  fact,  need  at  least,  our  share, 
of  the  1,045  megawatts  that  we  are  planning  on  from  the  system.  Without 
that,  our  reserves  would  drop  dangerously  low  during  that  time  frame. 

SLCT  Response  2-1 

Your  comment  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process.  Refer  to  the  discussion  of  energy  needs  as  shown  in  the  Purpose  and 
Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  of  Chapter  1;  the  Existing  and  Projected 
Electrical  Energy  Resources  Section  of  Chapter  3;  and  the  discussion  of 
Alternative  6  in  chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 

SLCT  Ccr-~ent  2-2 

In  addition  to  the  need  as  it  would  relate  to  both  our  growth  rate  and 
economic  development  of  our  service  territory,  this  project  is  so  important 
to  both  our  effort  and  the  national  effort  to  reduce  our  dependence  on 
imported  oil,  low  sulfur  oil.  There  is  no  utility  in  the  country  that  is  so 
dependent  upon  imported  oil.  We  use  50  million  barrels  a  year  of  this  valu- 
able commodity.  It  is  our  objective  as  well  as  the  objective  of  the  State  of 
California  to  do  everything  we  can  to  reduce  our  dependence  and  certainly 
this  project  meets  that  goal. 

Over  10  years  ago  we  embarked  upon  our  project  independent  and  in  that 
period  of  time  we  developed  our  use  of  foreign  oil.  This  project  could 
reduce  our  dependence  on  oil  by  25  million  barrels  annually,  10  million 
barrels  which  would  be  in  Edison's  system. 

So  we  fee)  this  project  is  both  consistent  with  our  company's  program  of 
reducing  --  the  State  of  California's  program  of  reducing  oil  and,  more 
important,  our  national  interest  to  do  that.  Also,  very  importantly,  is  this 
project  over  a  35  year  period  is  one  of  the  most  economic  options  available 
to  the  rate  payers  in  California.  The  project  would  reduce  imported  oil  by 
over  750  million  dollars  based  on  current  prices. 


SLCT  Response  2-2 

These  concerns  about  oil  displacement  are  addressed  in  the  revised 
Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS. 

3.  Patrick  H.  Vidal,  Salt  Lake  City  Testimony 
Refer  to  Salt  Lake  City  Exhibit  2. 

4.  David  Mastbaum,  Salt  Lake  City  Testimony 
Refer  to  Salt  Lake  City  Exhibit  3. 

5.  Timothy  C.  Spangler,  Salt  Lake  City  Testimony 

Refer  to  St.  George  Exhibit  1  for  this  testimony  and  Letter  Response 
88-115  for  a  discussion  of  comments  from  this  exhibit. 

6.  Jack  Spence,  Salt  Lake  City  Testimony 
Refer  to  Salt  Lake  City  Exhibit  4. 

7.  F.  Hunter  Weiler,  Salt  Lake  City  Testimony 
Refer  to  Salt  Lake  City  Exhibit  5. 

8.  Frank  Little,  Salt  Lake  City  Testimony 

SLCT  Comment  8-1 

There  are  some  relevant  documents  that  have  been  produced  by  the  U5GS. 
There  are  summaries  in  there  in  an  open  file  on  record  by  Bob  Cordova  of  the 
USGS  office  here,  and  they  describe  and  go  into  the  problem  of  pumping  enough 
water  from  the  Navajo  Sandstone  aquifer  and  it  goes  into  scales  of  how  iruch 
water  is  going  to  be  pumped  out  and  what  effect  that  will  have  on  overlying 
and  underlying  aquifers.  These,  I  believe,  are  mentioned  in  your  EIS,  and  I 
can't  see  why  that  is  not  a  stopper.  I  can't  see  why,  on  that  basis,  the 
project  isn't  abandoned  or  looked  elsewhere.  The  problems  of  pulling  50 
segment  feet  of  water  out  of  a  concentrated  area  around  Bald  Cove,  from  18  to 
168  wells,  we  haven't  got  an  idea  which,  isn't  a  problem  that  seems  to  be  of 
any  other  solution  than  that  Kane  County  will  dry  up.  The  Kanab  aquifer  and 
Johnson  Canyon,  all  these  scenic  areas,  the  Virgin  River  aquifer  and  part  of 
Kane  County. 

There  have  been  some  estimates  on  the  amount  of  time  it  would  take  these 
impacts  of  pumping  water  out  of  the  Navajo  Sandstone  and  underlying  aquifers 
to  affect  locals  and  it  happens  to  be  somewhat  the  concept  of  this  power 
project  to  get  Kane  County  dried  up.  The  power  project  will  be  pulling  out 
of  wells  and  we  will  have  a  real  nice  mess  on  our  hands. 

SLCT  Response  8-1 

Your  comment  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process.  Additional  studies  have  been  recently  completed  concerning  the 
pumping  of  water  in  the  Alton  coal  lease  area,  and  are  included  in  the  final 
EIS.  See  the  Ground  Water  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  section  under  Alternative 
1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  for  this  updated  inforoation. 
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SLCT  Comment  8-2 

There  are  certainly  other  issues  in  this  power  project,  some  of  my 
invested  interests  involve  the  tourist  industry  and  so  on  and  the  recent 
tests  by  the  Interior  Secretaries  and  so  on  have  visited  Bryce  Canyon 
National  Park  to  look  at  the  mine  site  from  that  point.  There  are  set  offs 
and  explosions  could  be  heard  clearly  from  the  park  due  to  the  high  altitude 
and  certainly  that  should  be  a  valid  concern. 

SLCT  Response  8-2 

For  a  discussion  on  tourism  and  the  analysis  of  additional  blasting 
effects  on  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park  see  the  revised  Recreation  and  Aes- 
thetics sections  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 

9.   John  Ferrell,  Salt  Lake  City  Testimony 

SLCT  Comment  9-1 

We  view  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  energy  system  as  a  very  important  pro- 
ject, both  for  the  southwest  states  and  for  the  nation.  It  is  a  domestic 
coal  source  power  generating  project,  which  will  use  our  country's  coal  to 
replace  foreign  oil  in  line  with  President  Carter's  state  of  energy  goals. 

This  project  will  produce  an  annual  equivalent  of  25  to  30  million 
barrels  of  oil,  which  will  be  a  savings  of  foreign  oil  payments  of  over  $1 
mi  11  ion  per  year. 

SLCT  Response  9-1 

Refer  to  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1 
of  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of  oil  displacement. 

SLCT  Comment  9-2 

I  want  to  now  talk  about  the  issues  concerning  Byrce  Canyon  National 
Park;  blasting,  visual  impact,  and  air  quality.  With  respect  to  blasting, 
there  are  some  independent  studies  which  are  being  conducted  by  the  Park 
Service  and  by  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining.  We  believe  that  the  result  of 
this  study  will  confirm  our  own  calculations  which  show  that  our  blasting 
activities  will  in  no  way  harm  any  of  the  delicate  features  of  the  park.  We 
are  looking  forward  to  the  application  of  that  work. 

SLCT  Response  9-2 

Refer  to  Letter  Response  22-16  for  a  discussion  of  this  topic. 

SLCT  Comment  9-3 

With  respect  to  air  quality,  we  have  sponsored  a  study  to  provide  the 
effects  of  mining  operations.  A  second  independent  study  is  being  conducted 
under  the  auspicies  of  a  multi-agency  group.  Based  on  our  experience  in  air 
quality  matters  at  our  other  operating  mines,  we  believe  that  visibility  will 
not  be  impaired  and  that  the  visitor's  experience  at  the  park  will  not  be 
lessened. 

SLCT  Response  9-3 

Refer  to  Letter  Response  22-7  for  a  discussion  of  this  topic. 


SLCT  Comment  9-4 

Allegations  have  also  been  made  concerning  reclaimability  of  the  Alton 
coal  field.  The  result  of  this  work  indicates  reclaimed  land  will  be  far 
more  active  and  useful  than  in  its  present  state.  The  pinon  juniper  fields 
that  cover  much  of  the  area  has  expanded  its  distribution  over  the  last  100 
years  as  a  result  of  overgrazing  of  the  natural  shrubs  and  grasses  and  the 
exclusion  of  fire.  The  pinyon  juniper  has  simply  taken  over  this  land  and 
because  it  emits  a  particular  toxic  substance  and  because  of  its  shallow  root 
system,  little  grass  or  under-storage  to  feed  livestock  or  wildlife  can  be 
seen  to  grow  where  the  pinyon  juniper  exists. 

SLCT  Response  9-4 

As  stated  under  Standard  Operating  Procedures  (Appendix  6  in  the  final 
EIS)  all  disturbed  areas  in  the  Alton  coal  lease  area  must  be  revegetated.  A 
disturbance  such  as  strip  mining  would  reduce  the  usability  of  the  area  for 
some  resources  (e.g.,  recreation,  VRM,  and  ORV)  while  increasing  its  use  for 
others  (e.g.,  livestock  grazing,  wildlife). 

SLCT  Comment  9-5 

Regarding  the  socioeconomic  issue,  Utah  International  has  developed 
mining  operations  in  areas  with  small  population  many  times  in  the  past  and 
in  each  case  our  access  has  been  closely  correlated  with  local  people  so  as 
to  change  their  lives  as  little  as  possible.  The  Alton  coal  mine  will  bring 
jobs  and  a  beneficial  development  to  the  area  in  which  the  people  want  to 
progress,  and  we  look  forward  to  working  with  them  to  reach  this  goal. 

SLCT  Response  9-5 

While  project  proponents  may  endeavor  to  generate  as  small  an  impact  as 
possible  on  affected  communities,  the  analysis  indicates  that  very  signifi- 
cant changes  would  occur  in  the  socioeconomic  structures  of  Kane  and  Washing- 
ton counties.  For  details,  refer  to  the  Socioeconomic  sections  for  Alterna- 
tives 1,  2,  and  3  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 

SLCT  Comment  9-6 

One  final  point,  this  pipeline  cost  will  be  in  excess  of  $1  million.  No 
one  can  afford  to  risk  that  magnitude  of  money  very  lightly.  For  this  reason 
alone,  we,  as  a  commercial  enterprise,  and  the  utilities,  as  well,  must  be 
content  that  the  Navajo  Sandstone  can  provide  the  water  which  is  needed  for 
the  project.  We  would  be  in  dire  straights,  indeed,  were  we  to  put  in  a 
pipeline  and  then  find  insufficient  water  quantity  to  last  the  life  of  the 
project.  We  accept  that  the  project's  water  requirements  are  subordinated  to 
the  requirements  of  the  people  of  Kanab  and  surrounding  areas.  Any  business 
today  which  wishes  to  stay  in  business  must  be  a  good  corporate  citizen  in 
the  county  in  which  it  operates.  We  fully  understand  that  we  have  an  equal 
responsibility  to  the  people  of  Southern  Utah  and  the  protection  of  their 
water  rights  and  we  certainly  intend  to  honor  that  responsibility. 


SLCT  Response  9-6 
Your  comment 
process. 


is  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
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10.  Jay  Bingham,  Salt  Lake  City  Testimony 

SLCT  Comment  10-1 

The  surface  water  is  isolated  and  separate  from  the  water  deeper  in  the 
Navajo  Sandstone.  The  removal  of  water  from  the  Navajo  Sandstone,  in  my  pro- 
fessional judgement,  will  have  no  adverse  effect  on  existing  supplies.  If  it 
should  be,  and  there  is  a  very  easy  way  of  determining  that,  that  would  have 
to  be  released  or  the  operations  curtailed.  The  immensity  of  water  stored  in 
the  resource  is  little  under  the  Navajo  Sandstone.  That  area  is,  approx- 
imately, 2,000  feet  thick  at  the  area  of  the  mining  operations.  At  the 
beginning  of  the  slurry  pipeline,  approximately,  1,600  feet  of  that  2,000 
feet  thickness  is  saturated.  Dr.  Goode's  pioneering  work  has  been  charted 
and  test  wells  have  been  drilled  confirming  that  there  is,  in  fact,  that 
depth  of  water  in  the  sandstone;  that  it  has  the  porosity  that  had  been 
earlier  predicted  and  that  the  quality  is  superior  to  the  surface  supply 
immediately  above  it.  There  can  be  no  guestion  of  intermingling  because  they 
are  separate  and  distinct. 

SLCT  Response  10-1 

Refer  to  the  Ground  Water  Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  section  under  Alterna- 
tive 1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of  the  comment. 

11.  Dennis  Strong,  Salt  Lake  City  Testimony 

Refer  to  Letter  123  for  comments  from  the  Utah  Division  of  Water 
Resources. 

12.  Rudqer  HcArthur,  Salt  Lake  City  Testimony 

Refer  to  Letter  86  and  the  responses  to  this  letter. 

13.  Dale  E.  Bingham,  Salt  Lake  City  Testimony 

SLCT  Co-went  13-1 

I  support  this  project  because  not  only  will  the  primary  manufacturers 
of  the  required  equipment  benefit,  but  also,  the  suppliers  and  manufacturers 
of  the  equipment  and  services  for  the  auxiliary  requirements  of  this  project. 
I  cite  as  an  example,  U.  S.  Steel  Corporation.  They  are  located  in  Geneva, 
Utah  and  supply  something  like  5,000  residents.  This  facility  could  conceiv- 
ably benefit  greatly  from  this  project.  Of  no  lesser  importance  to  the 
business  community  is  the  fact  that  the  suppliers  and  manufacturers  of  auxil- 
iary equipment  to  U.S.  Steel  could  benefit. 

SLCT  Response  13-1 

Your  comment  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process.  These  concerns  are  addressed  in  the  Socioeconomics  analysis  under 
Indirect  Income  and  Employment  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 

11.  Michael  Budig,  Salt  Lake  City  Testimony 

SLCT  Comment  14-1 

I  don't  believe  there  is  yet  a  proven  need  for  this  power  in  order  to 
accomodate  growth  in  southern  Utah.  Most  of  the  power  for  the  proposed 
Warner  Valley  project  will  be  exported  from  Utah,  which  is  an  indication  that 
a  project  of  this  size  is  not  justified  by  the  needs  of  southern  Utah. 


SLCT  Response  14-1 

Your  comment  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 

SLCT  Comment  14-2 

In  the  creation  of  the  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park,  Congress  declared 
that  preservation  of  this  area  was  in  the  national  interest.  To  create  a 
large  mining  operation  in  view  of  one  of  the  most  popular  overlook  places  is 
to  make  a  travesty  creation  of  this  park.  The  representatives  of  the  south- 
ern California  utilities  complain  that  to  scare  down  this  project  would  cost 
their  ratepayers  money.  They  also  claim  that  alternative  energy  resources 
are  an  improvement  technology  and  a  risk  to  their  taxpayers.  Yet,  they  would 
have  us  sacrifice  air,  water  and  scenic  beauty  of  the  two  greatest  national 
parks  in  order  to  protect  them  from  taking  these  risks.  There  is  no  gamble 
involved  here.  The  damage  to  these  parks  will  be  devastating  and  would  be 
rather  irrevocable. 

SLCT  Response  14-2 

Refer  to  Letter  Response  37-2  and  the  revised  Recreation  and  Aesthetics 
sections  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  for  a  discussion  of  these  concerns. 

15.  Gordon  Anderson,  Salt  Lake  City  Testimony 

SLCT  Comment  15-1 

The  Alton  mine  would  be  located  within  3  to  5  miles  of  the  Yovimpa 
Point,  which  is  usually  recognized  as  Bryce  Canyon's  most  scenic  panoramic 
overlook.  Yovimpa  Point  may  be  at  the  extreme  end  of  the  park,  but  it  is 
also  unique  in  that  it  looks  over  out  to  the  south  and  to  the  east  whereas 
none  of  the  other  overlooks  do.  From  Yovimpa  Point,  geologists  in  the  last 
century  have  studied  the  grand  staircase  where  you  can  see  terraces  leading 
all  the  way  down  into  the  Grand  Canyon.  We  feel  this  is  one  important  over- 
look in  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park,  and  we  intend  to  protect  it  from  strip 
mining  places  directly  below  and  in  front  of  this  overlook.  We  feel  they  are 
definitely  going  to  be  highly  visible  and  highly  audible.  More  than  300,000 
annual  park  visitors  come  to  Yovimpa  Point  and  there  is  no  way  we  are  going 
to  be  getting  away  from  the  strip  mining  operation  being  part  of  a  visitor's 
park  experience.  You  can't  hide  that  mine,  you  are  going  to  see  it.  If  you 
go  out  to  Promontory  Point  you  may  be  able  to  see  more.  Also,  particular 
emissions  from  the  Alton  strip  mine  could  violate  Class  I  air  standards  of 
Bryce  Canyon  National  Park  and  significantly  reduce  the  visual  range-.in  the 
park.  As  you  know,  we  estimate  in  the  unsuitability  petition  that  the  visi- 
bility range  might  be  reduced  as  much  as  67  percent  due  to  the  operation  of 
the  strip  mine  over  Yovimpa  Point.  That  is  a  reduction  in  visual  range  from 
existing  over  134  miles  to  just  44  miles;  that  is  hardly  into  Arizona. 
Sometimes  that  dust  plume  from  strip  mine  operations  could  also  limit  the 
range  from  Yovimpa  Point  to  less  than  4  miles,  and  you  wouldn't  be  able  to 
see  through  the  plume. 

SLCT  Response  15-1 

Your  comment  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process.  For  an  analysis  of  the  effects  of  mining  the  Alton  coal  lease  area 
on  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park  see  the  Air  Quality  and  Recreation  and  Aesthe- 
tics sections  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS. 
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SLCT  Comment  15-2 

We  believe  the  North  Amer 
only  a  week-long  study.   Everyb 
the  fact  that  the  weather  was 
kind  of  weather  that  we  have 
kind  of  a  specialist  come  down 
himself  to  be  an  air  quality  ex 
and  it  takes  more  than  a  week; 
right  now;  why  did  that  stop? 
they  could,  first  of  all,  the 
tr.er  or  not  air  quality  of  Zio 
by  some  consultant  hired  by  the 


ican  Weather  Consultant's  data  was  once  again, 

ody  that  lives  down  there  was  very  upset  about 

turbulent  that  week  and  not  indicative  of  the 

in  southern  Utah,  and  it  irks  me  to  have  any 

to  southern  Utah  and  spend  a  week  and  consider 

pert.   You  ha^js   to  spend  some  time  in  the  area 

at  least  a  year.   Studies  should  be  going  on 

Why  do  they  only  do  it  for  a  week?   1  think 

Park  Service  should  make  the  decision  on  whe- 

n  National  Park  is  affected  by  a  plant  and  not 

industry. 


SLCT  Response  15-2 

NPS  did  its  independent  evaluation  of  air  quality  impacts  of  Zion 
National  Park  and  their  results  are  under  the  Air  Quality  section  in  Chapter 
4  cf  the  final  EIS.  With  regard  to  the  North  American  Weather  Consultant 
tracer  studies,  see  Letter  Response  88-115. 

SLCT  Comment  15-3 

Now,  we  believe  that  Plan  2,  withdrawal  of  907,000  acre  feet  per  year 
si-piy  transported  as  a  medium  for  coal  is  not  only  unethical,  it  is  unthink- 
able. !  would  like  to  point  out  we  are  very  concerned  about  well  applica- 
tions that  are  on  file  in  the  Utah  State  Water  Engineering  Office.  168 
wells,  whatever  it  is,  7  or  8,  whatever,  different  lease  areas.  The  draft 
environmental  impact  statement  must  discuss  this.  It  is  not  just  involved  in 
all  we  are  talking  about,  they  have  lease  areas  all  over  that  area.  Some  of 
those  lease  areas  are  very  close  to  the  existing  wells  of  the  city  of  Kanab 
and  it  seems  to  me  that  it  is  only  logical  that  from  a  company's  standpoint, 
if  they  don't  find  the  water  they  want  in  Bald  Cove  they  are  going  to  move  to 
other  lease  areas.  We  can't  just  place  the  coming  depression  and  Bald  Cove 
and  see  what  is  going  to  happen.  As  long  as  there  are  other  lease  applica- 
tions on  file,  we  have  got  to  take  a  look  at  where  this  water  is  going  to 
come  from,  how  it  is  going  to  impact  the  citizens. 

SLCT  Response  15-3 

Refer  to  Kanab  Exhibit  Response  2-2  for  a  discussion  of  the  well  appli- 
cations. 


16.   Roy  S.  Buus,  Salt  Lake  City  Testimony 

SLCT  Comment  16-1 

Therefore,  I  think,  that  the  study  that  they  have  put  into  it  and  the 
amount  of  money  they  have  to  spend  in  developing  the  project  has  convinced 
them  that  it  is  valid,  it  will  meet  the  requirements  for  this  kind  of  plan. 
Therefore,  it  is  worth  promoting.  You  make  a  statement  that  only  alternate 
sources  are  available.  If  they  were,  indeed,  available,  that  would  certainly 
be  an  easy  route  for  them  to  follow,  but,  apparently,  they  aren't  available, 
or  they  would  follow  that  route.  This  appears  to  them  and  there  again,  1 
stress  the  point  that  their  lives  and  their  corporation's  lives  depend  on 
their  making  the  right  decision.  I  think  they  have  put  enough  study  into  it 
to  be  sure  they  are  right. 

SLCT  Response  16-1 

Your  comment  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  caking 
process. 


SLCT  Comment  15-4 

We  are  disturbed,  Utah  International  has  waited  until  the  11th  hour  to 
sink  this  test  well,  once  again  in  Bald  Cove,  an  area  with  observation  wells 
to  see  what  kind  of  impact  the  company  will  have.  We  believe  that,  as  the 
EIS  points  out,  there  needs  to  be  an  accurate  determination  of  the  extent  of 
the  water  table  drawdown,  a  long-term  pumping  test  in  observation  wells  would 
have  to  be  conducted  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  placed  on  Utah  International 
to  show  its  proposed  ground  water  withdrawals  would  not  affect  existing 
aquifer  users. 

SLCT  Response  15-4 

New  information  concerning  your  comment  is  included  in  the  Ground  Water 
Pumping  for  Coal  Slurry  section  under  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final 
EIS. 
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STATEMENT  FOR  PUBLIC  HEARINGS 
ALLEN-WARNER  VALLEY  ENERGY  SYSTEM 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  DRAFT 
June  23,  1980 

TESTIMONY  -  SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH 


Hy  name  is  John  Arlidge.   I  represent  Nevada  Power  Company.   Nevada 
Power  Company  is  the  project  manager  on  the  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy 
System. 

This  is  the  last  of  five  public  hearings  held  on  the  Allen-Warner 
Valley  Energy  System  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.   In  the 
previous  hearings  there  has  been  much  discussion  of  local  concerns 
over  transmission  line  siting,  power  plant  siting  and  the  effects  on 
communities  in  Southern  Utah  and  Southern  Nevada. 

*> 
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W    Three  major  concerns  have  been  the  subject  of  most  of  the  comments  at 

these  meetings.   First,  the  growth  of  the  areas  and  the  need  for  more 

electric  power  to  provide  for  such  growth;  second,  possible 

degradation  of  air  quality;  and,  third,  possible  interference  with 

water  rights.   I  shall  comment  on  these  concerns  in  reverse  order. 

Several  ranchers  in  the  Johnson  Canyon  area  of  Southern  Utah  voiced 
their  genuine  concern  regarding  the  possible  impact  of  the  Alton  Coal 
Mine  Project  on  their  water  supplies.   Mr.  Little  and  others  feel  that 
the  evidence  is  not  sufficient  to  prove  that  the  water  development  in 
the  Alton  Coalfield  would  not  interfere  with  his  water  rights.   Mrs. 
Lippincott  stated  that  this  land  is  an  area  of  little  rain  with  an 
average  of  18"  or  less  annual  rainfall.   We  understand  those  concerns. 


. 


The  Southern  Nevada  area  has  an  average  annual  rainfall  of  3-1/2"  or 
less.   I  personally  have  property  in  Southern  Utah  and  know  the 
problems  of  water  development  in  the  area. 

The  utilities  in  this  project  believe  the  Alton  Coalfield  is  a  unique 
coal  resource  that  can  and  should  be  developed.   The  project,  however, 
has  made  clear  its  position  on  this  concern  of  water  development  in 
Kane  County  many  times.   Before  any  construction  of  the  power  plants 
can  begin,  the  utilites  must  have  definitive  proof  that  water  will  be 
available  in  accordance  with  State  law  and  without  interference  of 
water  use  established  prior  to  construction  of  this  project.   As  I 
have  told  Mr.  Little  personally  many  times,  proof  required  by  the 
utilities  on  water  availability  will  probably  be  much  more  stringent 
than  he  himself  would  require. 


f 


The  possible  degradation  of  air  quality  due  to  the  Warner  Valley 
Station  has  brought  considerable  comment.   To  assure  that  the  Warner 
Valley  plant  and  the  Harry  Allen  Station  will  not  disturb  the  air 
quality  in  the  surrounding  area,  the  participating  utilities  have 
specified  the  following:   (1)  coal  will  be  washed  to  remove  a  portion 
of  the  ash  and  sulfur  content  before  the  coal  enters  the  boiler,   (2) 
the  boiler  will  be  designed  for  the  minimum  N0X  emission  standards 
set  by  law  and  equipment  will  assure  removal  of  approximately  92%  of 
the  sulfur  and  99.8%  of  the  ash  entering  the  boiler. 

There  will  be  emissions  from  the  plant.   However,  with  the  boiler 
design  reducing  nitric  oxide  and  the  particulate  and  sulfur  removal 


Co 
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systems  which  have  been  specified,  the  impacts  suggested  within  the 
Draft  Impact  Statement  and  those  suggested  during  the  earlier  public 
meetings  will  not  occur.   The  photographs  within  the  Statement,  sup- 
posedly identifying  potential  visibility  impacts  of  the  Warner  Val- 
ley Plant  on  Zion  National  Park,  are  simply  simulated  photographs 
without  any  basis  or  support  as  we  have  pointed  out  in  the  previous 
hearings . 

The  utility  participants  have  had  a  number  of  independent  consultants 
perform  a  number  of  studies  on  potential  air  quality  impacts  of  the 
two  power  plants,  as  has  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management., 
Representatives  of  the  National  Park  Service,  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  and  the  State  of  Utah  and  State  of  Nevada  have  been  invited  and 
have  participated  in  the  design,  performance  and  review  of  these 
studies.   For  Warner  Valley  alone,  we  have  over  two  years  of 
background  air  quality  information  and  five  years  of  meteorological 
information,  all  of  which  has  been  submitted  to  the  regulatory 
agencies  for  review.  The  State  of  Utah  Bureau  of  Air  Quality  has  done 
its  own  independent  review  of  the  Warner  Station  and  has  found  it  not 
to  exceed  any  existing  regulatory  requirement  of  the  federal  govern- 
ment. 


Salt  Lake  City  Exhibit  1 

John  Arlidqe,   Nevada  Power  Company 

SLCE   Response   1-1 

Refer  to  Victorville  Exhibit  Response  1-7. 

SLCE  Response  1-2 

The  above  specifications  are  included  in  the  air  quality  analysis  and 
are  presented  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS.  However,  potential  Class  I  and 
Class  II  violations  as  well  as  possible  visibility  deterioration  are  indicat- 
ed by  the  analysis. 

SLCE  Response  1-3 

The  analysis  presented  in  the  Air  Quality  section  of  Chapter  4  in  the 
final  EIS  takes  into  account  company- committed  design  and  pollution  control 
measures. 

SLCE  Response  1-4 

The  visibility  simulations  in  the  Air  Quality  section  under  Alternative 
1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final   EIS  are  revised  to  reflect  your  comments. 

SLCE  Response  1-5 

This  result  is  indicated  in  table  4-4  of  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS. 
Results  of  air  quality  modeling  for  the  proposed  Warner  Valley  pcwerplant 
indicate  that  there  would  be  air  quality  violations  in  the  Class  I  area  of 
Zion  National  Park  and  the  Class  II  area  at  Sand  Mountain  with  the  operation 
of  the  powerplant.  See  the  discussion  in  the  Air  Quality  section  of  Chapter 
4   in  the   final    EIS. 

SLCE  Response  1-6 

Your  comment  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision  making 
process. 


Finally,    there  has   been  much   said   about    the   need    for   energy    from   the 
Allen-Warner  Valley   Energy   System.      Ultimately,    90%   of    the   energy   from 
this  project  will   stay   in    the  Southern  Utah,    Southern  Nevada   area. 
The  benefits   to  the   Southern   Utah,    Southern  Nevada   area   are  many.      In 
addition   to  providing   a   needed   electric   power   supply   construction   of 
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the  Energy  System  as  proposed  will  provide  a  direct  power  intercon- 
nection between  Southern  Utah  and  Nevada,  something  which  has  been 
needed  for  many  years.   As  a  further  benefit,  the  Southern  Utah  area 
will  be  interconnected  electrically  for  reliability  to  the  major  power 
utilities  in  the  Southwest  United  States.   Again,  this  is  something 
that  has  been  needed  for  many  years. 

The  need  for  water  development  in  Washington  County  will  have  to  be 
provided  by  the  residents  of  that  County.   The  need  for  power  in 
California  will  have  to  be  provided  by  the  Calif ornian' s .   The  need 
for  power  in  Southern  Nevada  is  large.   The  Nevada  Power  Company  area 
customer  percentage  growth  has  been  the  largest  in  the  United  States 
for  four  out  of  the  last  six  years.   The  two  years  that  it  was  not 
number  one  it  was  number  two.   Industries  have  been  moving  into  the 
Southwest.   Senior  citizens  want  to  retire  into  areas  where  they  do 
not  have  to  worry  about  the  cold  damp  winter  weather.    We  see  no 
change  in  this  pattern  for  the  immediate  future.   This  same  growth  has 
been  quite  evident  in  Southern  Utah.   Thus  both  Southern  Utah  and 
Southern  Nevada  must  prepare  for  that  growth. 

< 
Other  issues  and  concerns  were  voiced  during  the  previous  public 

hearings,  however,  the  above  are  the  ones  which  we  wanted  to  comment 

on  tonight.  We  will  certainly  provide  written  comment  on  the  Draft 

Statement  and  each  of  the  items  presented  during  the  public  hearings. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

/ab 


PGandE  Statement  on  Need 

for  the 

Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System 

BLM  Draft  EIS  Public  Hearing 

August  5,  1980 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

Patrick  H.  Vidal 


PGandE  has  been  invited  to  participate  in  the  Allen-Warner  Valley 
Energy  System  (AWES)  for  an  initial  entitlement  share  of 
1,045  HW.  The  Bureau  of  Lajid  Management  (BLH),  in  order  to 
address  our  need  for  this  participation  share  in  its  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  (EIS),  has  asked  California's  two  primary 
energy  regulatory  agencies  -  the  California  Public  Utilities 
Commission  (CPUC)  and  the  California  Energy  Commission  (CEC)  - 
for  their  opinions.  The  bulk  of  the  Draft  EIS'  discussion  on 
PGandE's  need  is  based  on  the  position  of  the  CEC  and,  therefore, 
we  would  like  to  comment  on  that  here. 

The  Energy  Commission' s  position,  as  described  in  the  Draft  EIS, 
is  that  PGandE  needs  only  498  HW  of  its  proposed  share  in  AftTS. 
The  Commission  suggests  that  the  balance  of  our  need  could  be 
supplied  with  alternate  energy  technologies. 

PGandE  first  would  like  to  point  out  to  the  BLM  that  by  law,  the 
CPUC,  not  the  CEC,  is  to  determine  FGandE's  need  for  this 
project.  The  CEC  has  no  authority  to  dictate  what  projects 
should  or  should  not  be  included  in  our  resource  program.  The 
CEC  has  only  the  authority  to  forecast  the  capacity  and  energy 
demands  which  we  must  serve  with  our  resource  plans.  It  makes 
these  forecasts  in  its  Biennial  Report.  The  CFUC  has  ruled  that 
it  "will  be  bound... by  the  Energy  Commission' s  Eiennial 
Report... as  to  forecast  of  electrical  load  and  sales  but  not  as 
to  resource  planning  or  need  for  the  [AWVES]  to  meet  the 
forecasted  demand." 

The  CEC's  most  recent  Biennial  Report  forecasts  that  PGandE  will 
need  a  total  of  7,011  HW  of  new  capacity  and  associated  energy  to 
meet  our  customers'  demands  between  now  and  1991.  This  forecast 
takes  into  account  what  the  CEC  predicts  will  result  from 
conservation  and  load  management,  as  well  as  from  increased  load 
growth,  plant  retirements,  and  terminating  power  purchase 
contracts.  It  also  takes  into  account  the  CEC's  adopted  goal  to 
reduce  our  current  oil  and  gas  use  by  50%  by  1990  to  compliment  a 
similar  federal  goal. 

We  would  like  to  point  out  that  the  CEC  position  described  in  the 
Draft  EIS  does  not  allow  us  to  meet  their  own  oil  and  gas 
reduction  goal.  Oil  and  natural  gas  currently  make  up  nearly  50% 
of  PGandE's  available  generating  capacity  today.   None  of  our 

Salt  Lake  City  Exhibit  2 

Patrick  H.  Vidal,  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric 

SLCE  Response  2-1 

Refer  to  Letter  Response  88-4  and  the  discussion  of  energy  needs  in  the 
Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed  Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS 
for  a  discussion  of  this  comment. 
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existing  resources  are  fueled  by  coal.  We  have  testified  during 
recent  CPUC  hearings  on  this  project  that,  in  conjunction  with 
planned  oil  and  gas-fired  cogeneration  projects  and  other  planned 
alternate  resource  supplies,  even  our  full  share  of  AWVES  is 
insufficient  for  our  system  to  meet  this  50%  reduction  goal.  We 
are  planning  another  coal  project  to  be  built  in  northern 
California  to  help  us  more  closely  reduce  our  oil  and  gas_ 
consumption  by  5?%. 

The  CEC  has  stated  in  its  Biennial  Report  that  California  needs 
to  develop  up  to  5,000  KW  of  new  coal-fired  generating  capacity 
within  the  next  10  years  to  meet  its  adopted  demand  forecasts. 
PGarmE's  proposed  share  of  AWVES  represents  northern  and  central 
California's  earliest  and  most  economic  possible  contribution 
towards  this  goal. 

We  request  that  the  Draft  EIS  indicate  that  any  reduction  of  our 
proposed  participation  in  this  project  will  result  in  unnecessary 
costs  to  our  ratepayers,  as  well  as  unnecessary  oil  consumption. 
This  nost  definitely  conflicts  with  national  economic  and  energy 
goals.  The  Draft  EIS  now  suggests  that  our  proposed  share  be 
reduced  by  547  KW.  PCandE  estimates  this  reduction  will  cost  our 
customers  about  S230  million  more  than  necessary  each  year  by 
having  to  otherwise  supply  that  capacity  and  associated  energy 
with  oil.  (This  cost  is  in  1986  levelized  dollars.)  The 
reccr.jnended  reduction  is  equivalent  to  having  to  burn  about 
5  million  more  barrels  of  oil  than  necessary  each  year. 

The  staff  of  the  CPUC  has  indicated  to  the  BLM  that  the  capacity 
and  energy  represented  by  PGandE's  proposed  share  in  AWVES  are 
needed  to  displace  oil.  The  Draft  EIS  appropriately  makes 
reference  to  this  fact.  We  would  like  to  point  out  the  CTOC 
staff  has  reconfirmed  this  position  in  its  recently  issued  Draft 
EIR.  They  state  that  "there  is  probably  a  need  for  the  capacity 
represented  by  the  project  to  displace  oil  as  a  utility  fuel  and 
that,  depending  on  the  extent  to  which  other  proposed  energy 
sources  actually  become  available,  the  capacity  represented  by 
the  project  nay  be  needed  to  maintain  system  reliability." 

We  have  testified  that,  considering  the  uncertainty  about  other 
resources  planned,  we  do  believe  the  project  is  needed  for 
reliability.  The  CEC's  projected  new  capacity  needs  for  our 
service  area  will  give  us  a  reserve  margin  of  only  17.7%  when 
compared  to  their  forecasted  peak  load  for  1991.  Normally, 
reserve  nargins  of  greater  than  20%  are  considered  prudent  for 
reliable  service.  And  the  Energy  Commission's  own  Biennial 
Report  indicates  that,  on  a  statewide  basis,  reserve  margins  of 
approximately  30%  are  needed  by  1990  to  achieve  their  50%  oil  and 
gas  reduction  goal. 

We  would  now  like  to  comment  on  the  Draft  EIS'  Alternative  5 
which  suggests  that  we  can  replace  this  project  with  conservation 

SLCE  Response  2-2 

The  discussion  of  energy  needs  in  the  Purpose  and  Need  of  Proposed 
Project  section  in  Chapter  1  of  the  final  EIS  includes  this  updated  informa- 
tion from  the  draft  CPUC  EIR. 


"and  alternate  energy  sources.   We  request  that  the  EI  S  make 
reference  to  the  following  statements  taken  from  the  Energy 
Comm  ssion's  Biennial  Report,  and  which  address  the  COMission 
recommended  energy  strategy  giving  preference  also  to  these 
alternate  sources: 

"The  Commission  admits  that  its  proposed  energy  strategy  iB_ 
neither  certain  nor  easy..."  [p.  2] 
"Our  proposed  strategy  will  require. . .some  risk-taking..."  [p-  9] 

•'  ..there  are  unanswered  questions  about  [these  alternatives'] 
cost  and  technical  feasibility..."  [p.  11] 

To  present  the  whole  picture  on  Alternative  5,  we  believe  the 
Final  EIS  should  note  some  of  the  existing  uncertainties  of 
conservation  and  these  alternate  sources.  These  uncertainties 
make  it  not  prudent  to  plan  totally  on  these  '  sources  to  meet 
forecasted  demands. 

Conservation,  load  management,  cogeneration  and  b*°""" 
projects  require  the  cooperation  of  other?.^es^"n»i^11^^ 
or  its  regulatory  agencies.  Even  with  financial  a^d 
regulatory  incentives  now  being  offered  by  us,  interest  by 
these  other  parties  often  has  not  been  as  favorable  as  one 
might  expect  And  their  future  interest  and  cooperation 
remain  uncertain. 

Restrictions  of  the  federal  government's  Pouerplant  and 
.ndustrxal  Fuel  Use  Act  may  severely  limit  the  a£,unt  of 
cogeneration  which  might  be  planned  Under :  the  Fuel  Use 
Act,  no  new  natural  gas-burning  facilities  can  be  built  now 
nor  can  natural  gas  be  burned  in  existing  f^ilities  after 
1990  Also  oil  use  by  1990  cannot  exceed  cuuent  levels. 
But  a  area?  deal  of  cogeneration  requires  the  use  of  oil  or 
natural9  gas  and,  in  fact,  will  increase  their  use  from 
current  levels.  These  sources,  therefore,  will  not  c^ply 
with  the  rue!  Use  Act.  PCandE  is  asking  the  federal 
government  to  exempt  cogeneration  facili «*««"• *  the  fuel 
Use  Act,  but  whether  the  government  will  remains  uncertain. 

With  respect  to  wind  generation  ,  demonstration  projects 
first  must  prove  the  technical  and  gnomic  feasbility  of 
this  resource  developed  on  a  large  scale  "ntl1  tehen'A^  £ 
not  prudent  to  count  too  heavily  on  this  resource And  Dy 
its  very  nature,  wind  generation  cannot  be  expected  to 
provide  much  firm  capacity. 

Steam  geothermal  generation  is  ^pendent  upon  the  purchase 
of  steam  from  suppliers  and  their  exploration  to locate ^ that 
steam.   The  availability  of  steam  supplies  which  ha ve  no 
yet  been  located  and  tapped  remains  uncertain.   Hot  water 

SLCE  Response  2-3 

The  Purpose  and  Need  for  Proposed  Project  section  under  Chapter  1  of  the 
final  EIS  contains  a  discussion  of  your  concern. 
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geothermal  has  yet  to  be  proven  commercially  feasible  on  a 
large    scale    in    the    U.S.    and,    therefore,    also    is    uncertain. 

Many  of  our  future  hydro  resources  are  planned  to  be 
purchased  from  other  parties  and  therefore  will  require 
their  interest  to  develop  and  sell  these  supplies.  The 
schedules  of  these  sources  are  subject  to  these  other 
parties'    planning  needs,    which  we   cannot  control.  ~~- 

Finally,  we  would  like  to  point  out  that  many  alternate  energy 
sources  will  be  no  less  expensive  than  oil.  Federal  and 
state-adopted  incentive  programs  require  that  we  purchase  power 
frc.~.  cogc-neration,  wind,  and  hydro  developers  at  our  avoided  cost 
which,  for  us,  is  strongly  related  to  the  price  of  oil. 
Therefore,  these  alternate  resources  are  not  as  economic  as  coal, 
since  coal  is  cheaper  than  oil,  and  thus  they  are  not  as  economic 
as    the  AWES . 

In  conclusion,  PGandE  believes  that  the  Allen-Warner  Valley 
Energy  System,  in  its  entirety,  is  needed  by  us  and  is  in  the 
best  interest  of  state,  regional,  and  national  goals.  It  will 
provide  an  economic  and  reliable  source  of  electricity  for 
ratepayers.  It  will  reduce  the  use  of  foreign  oil  and  inflation 
of  electricity  prices.  It  will  finance  the  development  of  a 
water  supply  which  will  be  used  primarily  to  serve  domestic  and 
agricultural  needs  in  the  St.  ■  George  area.  It  will  provide 
e~.ployiT.ent  and  a  strong  tax  base  for  local  California,  Nevada  and 
Utah  communities.  The  need  for  all  these  benefits,  especially 
today,    justifies   the  Energy  System   as   proposed. 

SLCE   Response  2-1 

Refer     to     Letter    Responses    88-72    and    88-77    concerning    this    comment. 

SLCE   Response  2-5 

Refer  to  the  discussion  of  Alternative  5  in  Chapters  2  and  4  of  the 
final   EIS  concerning  your  comment. 

SLCE   Response  2-6 

Refer  to  Letter  Response  88-31  for  a  discussion  of  this  topic. 

SLCE  Response  2-7 

Wind  resources  represent  a  small  percentage  (5  percent)  of  the  proposed 
alternative  energy  sources  as  presented  in  the  Existing  and  Projected  Elec- 
trical  Energy  Sources  Mix  section  in  Chapter  3  of  the  final   EIS. 

SLCE  Response   2-8 

Your  comment  is  noted  in  the  discussion  of  Alternative  5  in  Chapters  2 
and  4  of  the  final   EIS. 

SLCE  Response  2-9 

Purchases  are  by  contracts  which  usually  are  written  on  timeframes  and 
must  be  reaffirmed  every  5  to  10  years.  These  contracts  as  written  should 
allow  time  for  making  planning  decisions. 

SLCE   Response  2-10 

This  would  apply  only  to  those  independent  power  producers  who  actually 
generated  enough  power  that  they  had  lay-off  capacity.  It  would  not  apply  to 
most  domestic  systems  where  the  energy  produced  is  utilized  to  displace 
current  power  consumption  rather  than  produce  excess  power.  Nor  would  this 
apply  to  instances  where  the  utility  itself  aggressively  pursues  this  devel- 
opment of  alternate  energy  sources,   such  as  wind,  geothermal,  etc. 
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Good  evening,  my  name  is  David  Mastbaum,  and  I  am 
western  regional  counsel  for  the  Environmental  Defense 
Fund  ("EDF"),  a  national  environmental  organization  with 
over  45,000  members.   Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
corrjnent  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  ("Draft" 
or  "Draft  EIS")  on  the  proposed  Allen-Warner  Valley 
Energy  System  ("AWV  Energy  System").— 

First,  I  would  like  to  commend  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  ("Department")  and  its  AWV  Energy  System  EIS  team 
for  doing  an  outstanding  job  in  preparing  the  Draft  EIS. 
This  is  a  noteworthy  achievement,  not  only  because  of  the 
amount  and  complexity  of  the  data,  but  because  of  the 
pressure  to  accelerate  regulatory  approval  of  the  AWV  Energy 
System.   While  EDF  does  not  agree  with  all  of  the  Draft's 
data  and  findings,  and  is  particularly  concerned  about 

the  decision  not  to  include  an  in-depth  evaluation  of 

2  / 
the  proposed  Alton  mine,-'   the  Draft  EIS,  for  the  most 

part,  is  a  thoughtful  and  well  written  document  which  is  a 

credit  to  the  Department.   In  particular,  the  review  and 


-  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 
Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (draft  1980)  as  announced  in  45  Fed.  Reg.  42869 
(1930). 


2/ 


Draft  EIS  at  1-6 


evaluation  of  conservation  and  alternative  energy  potentials, 
as  an  alternative  to  the  AWV  Energy  System,  deserves 
special  mention,  and  should  serve  as  an  example  to  other 
federal  agencies  considering  proposals  for  new  coal-  and 
nuclear-fired  steam  electric  generating  plants. 

I  would  like  to  make  two  points  this  evening.   First, 
even  if  the  Draft's  environmental  data  are  interpreted 
in  a  way  that  is  most  favorable  to  the  proponents  of  the 
AW  Energy  System,  the  project  still  poses  a  serious  risk  to 
vital  water  resources,  and  to  some  of  the  most  remarkable 
and  majestic  natural  areas  in  the  world.   Second,  these 
risks  are  unnecessary.   A  report  completed  by  EDF  just 
last  week  supports  and  expands  upon  the  Draft's  finding 
that  a  combination  of  conservation  and  alternative  energy 

sources  can  fully  match  the  AWV  Energy  System  in  terms  of 

3/ 
energy,  capacity,  reliability,  and  timeliness.-   Because 

this  combination  of  energy  alternatives  is  environmentally 

and  economically  superior  to  not  only  the  AWV  Energy  System, 

but  also  to  the  variations  of  that  project,  discussed 

in  the  Draft,  it  should  be  the  Department's  preferred 

4/ 
alternative .— 

Simply  stated,  energy  alternatives  can  provide  a  greater 

energy  yield  in  the  same  time  period  as  the  AW  Energy  System 


-  Environmental  Defense  Fund,  An  Alternative  to  the  Allen- 
Warner  Valley  Energy  System:   A  Technical  and  Ecnoraic 
Analysis  (1980)  . 

-^40  C.F.R.  §1502.14(e);  see  40  C.F.R.  ^1505.2. 

Salt  Lake  City  Exhibit  3 

David  Mastbaum,  Environmental  Defense  Fund 

SLCE  Response  3-1 

The  Environmental  Defense  Fund  report,  An  Alternative  to  the  Allen- 
Warner  Valley  Energy  System:  A  Technical  and  Economic  Analysis  (1980),  fs 
utilized  in  THE  analysis  of  Alternative  5  in  Chapters  2  and  4  of  the  final 
EIS. 
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and  its  variations  without  serious  environmental  and 
economic  risks.   Moreover,  development  of  these  alternatives 
would  not  involve  lifestyle  changes  or  sacrifice  on  the 
part  of  the  energy  consumer;  the  important  savings 
are  not  those  of  voluntary  restraint,  but  redirecting 
utility  investment  away  from  conventional  power  plants 
towards  preferable  energy  alternatives; 

The  Draft  recognizes  that  the  AWV  Energy  System,  as 
proposed,  threatens  indigenous  water  resources.-''   The 
vital  importance  of  water  to  the  arid  lands  of  the  Southwest 
was  recognized  by  John  Wesley  Powell  nearly  a  century  ago.-/ 
He  made  the  point  well:  "where  there  is  more  land  than  can 
be  served  by  the  water,  values  inhere  in  the  water,  not  in 
the  land;  the  land  without  the  water  is  without  value."-1' 

The  AUV  Energy  System,  if  developed,  could  result 
in  the  loss  of  almost  10,000  acre-feet  of  groundwater  per 
year,-  the  loss  of  22  local  springs  and  the  reduction  of 
an  unknown  number  of  wells  and  springs  in  adjacent  valleys, -^ 


57 


Draft  EIS  at  4  4-24  through  4-40. 


6/ 


-  J.  Powell,  Institutions  For  the  Arid  Lands,  40  Centurv 
Magazine  111,'  (1S90)  . 


7/ 


Id.  at  112. 


8/ 


Draft  EIS  at  4-70  (Table -4-7) 


the  contamination  and  sedimentation  of  surface  streams 
from  strip  mining,  the  reduction  of  flows  in  the  Virgin 
River,—  and  an  80  percent  increase  of  mean  annual 
suspended  sediment  concentration  in  the  Virgin  River. — 

The  Draft  also  recognizes  that  the  AWV  Energy  System 
would  have  adverse  effects  on  Bryce  and  Zion  National 
Parks.   For  example,  the  proposed  Alton  mine  "would  be 
a  major  intrusion  on  the  landscape  as  viewed  from  Yovimpa 
Point"  in  Bryce  Canyon,  and  "would  generate  dust,  noise 

and  air  pollutants"  which  would  impair  "aesthetic  and  re- 

12/ 
creational  values"  in  the  park. —   Moreover,  po%ver  plant 

emissions  could  reduce  air  quality  and  visibility  in  Zion 

13/ 
National  Park. — ' 

Fortunately,  we  do  not  have  to  choose  between  the 

impairment  of  vital  water  supplies  and  southern  Utah's 

national  parks,  on  the  one  hand,  and  adequate  energy 

supplies  on  the  other.   As  the  Draft  EIS  recognizes,  "energy 

conservation  and  the  development  of  alternative  energy 

sources"  is  a  complete  and  reasonable  alternative  to  the 

AWV  Energy  System.—   This  conclusion  is  supported  fully 


10/ 


Id.    at  4-33. 


W    Id. 

W   Id.    at   4-47. 

M'    id.    at   4-48. 


9/ 


Id. 


li'    Id.    at   2-40   through   2-53,    4-143   through  4-148. 


-3- 


o 


by  a  recent  EDF  report  using  a  computer-based  analytic 
nietholdogy. 

EDF's  report  finds  that  an  alternative  composed  of 
increased  end-use  and  distribution  efficiency  and  increased 
development  of  geothermal,  cogeneration,  wind  and  bioraass 
is  fully  feasible.   If  the  two  primary  utilities  involved 
in  the  AWV  Energy  System  developed  the  alternatives  instead 
of  conventional  power  plants,  they  would  save  approximately 
$500  million  (in  present  value)  for  their  ratepayers  between 
now  and  1992.   The  analysis  also  shows  that  developing 
the  AWV  Energy  System  and  some  of  the  preferred  alternatives, 
an  option  often  proposed  as  a  compromise,  is  economically 
a  worst  choice  for  ratepayers,  resulting  in  the  highest 
bills  of  any  of  the  scenarios  analayzed.   This  is  true 
even  accounting  for  the  benefits  of  very  high  reductions  in 
oil  and  gas  use.   It  should  be  emphasized  that  the  conserva- 
tion and  alternative  energy  scenario  developed  by  EDF  would 
reduce  oil  and  gas  consumption  between  now  and  1992  by 
737.  and  86%  respectively  for  the  two  major  utilities 
participating  in  the  AWV  Energy  System.—' 

In  conclusion,  an  alternative  based  upon  conservation 
and  alternative  energy  sources  is  not  only  environmentally 
preferable,  but  would  have  substantial  economic  benefits 
for  utility  ratepayers  and,  indeed,  shareholders  over  develop- 


ment of  the  AWV  Energy  System.   Clearly,  that  alternative, 
as  described  and  analayzed  in  the  Draft  (Alternative  5) , 
should  be  Department's  preferred  choice. 

I  have  attached  to  these  comments  EDF's  report  on 
the  AWV  Energy  System  and  some  additional  technical  comments 
on  the  Draft  EIS.   I  would  like  to  have  these  materials 
made  part  of  the  record. 

Thank  you. 


SLCE  Response  3-2 

The   results   of   the   Environmental    Defense   Fund   study  are   located   in  the 
discussions  of  Alternative  5  in  Chapters  2  and  *  of  the  final  EIS. 


—  Oil   and  gas   use  would  be   reduced  by   597.  and   627. 
respectively   if   the  additional   cogeneration   in   the   EDF 
scenario   is   counted. 


EDF'S  SPECIFIC  TECHNICAL  COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRAFT  EIS 


1.   Surface  water  hydrology  and  reclamation  (Draft  EIS  at  4-24 

through  4-26) 

(a)      The   Alton   Mine 

EDF's    major   concerns    regarding   surface   water   hydrology   and 
redaction   are   discussed   in   detail    in   its   petition    to   designate 
the   Alton   area   unsuitaole    for    surface    coal    mining   operations    and 
its    technical    and   economic    report    on    the   AHV   Energy   System        Many 
of    the    concerns    are    mentioned   briefly    in    the    Draft,    but    are   not 
analyzed  in    sufficient    detail    to    enable    the    reader    to   evaluate 
either    the   probability   or  magnitude   of   expected   impacts. 


A  major   area   of   uncertainty    is    the    likelihood    of 
reclamation   in   the   Alton   area.       Impacts   on   productivi 
water  hydrology   and   esthetics    are    all    tied   to    the   sue 
failure   of   reclamation   efforts.      Revegetation   experimi 
ducted    cooperatively   by    the    U.S.    Forest    Service,    Bure 
Management,    and    L'tah    International,    Inc.    provide    some 
determining    the   best    technology    to    use    in    attempting 
the    area.       For   a   number    of   reasons,    however,     (see   EDF 
and   technical    and  economic    analysis)    these    experiment 
basis    for  assessing   the    likelihood   of   successful   reel 
Since   the   experimental    results   are   being   cited  by   pro 
ponents    as   evidence    that    reclamation  would  be    success 
discussion  .of    the   experiments    and    their   valid   ircplica 
have   been   included  in   the   Draft   EIS. 
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SLCE   Response  3-3 

Refer  to  the  OSM  draft  Southern  Utah  Petition  Evaluation  Document   (USDI 
OSM,    1980)    and   the   revised   Mining   in   the  Alton  Coal    Lease  Area   section  under 
Alternative   1    in   Chapter   4   of   the    final    EIS    for  more  details   regardinq   sur- 
face water  hydrology. 

SLCE  Response  3-4 

Revegetation  studies  in  the  Alton  coal  lease  area  were  conducted  in  a 
rt"e,L\  h  slmiJ,ated  l.he  effects  of  strip  mining.  Several  methods  were 
then  tested  as  revegetation  methods.  While  some  methods  had  better  results 
acclp'uhed  StUd1eS   d1d    indl'Cate  that   "-vegetation  of  the   area  can  be 

SLCE  Response  3-5 

Refer  to  Letter  Response  123-26  for  a  discussion  of  this  topic. 


(b)      The   Warner   Valley   Water    Project    (Draft    EIS    at    4-29 

through   4-38) 
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neral,    the   discussion  of    the   hydrologic   and  water 

ffects    of    the   VJarner   Valley  water    project    is    complete 

ciencly    detailed.       Additional    discussion   of    the 

r.ce   of  an   80   percent    increase   in  mean   annual   suspended 

concentration    in    the   Virgin   River  would  be   useful. 

ncrease   could  well   have   an   impact   on   channel 

y   in   the   Virgin   River   downstream   from   the   project   and 

affect    the   habitat   of   the  woundfin  minnow.      These 
ties   should  have   been   discussed   in   more   detail    in  the 


2.      Groundwater  Hydrology    (Draft   EIS   at   4-26    through   4-29) 
The  Draft   correctly   identifies    the    impact   of  groundwater 


pumping  for  the  slurry  pipeline  on  the  groundw 
Navajo  Sandstone  as  a  major  unresolved  issue, 
study  by  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  (subsequen 
preparation  or  the  Draft  EIS)  suggests  that  th 
groundwater  pumping  would  be  considerably  grea 
suggested  in  the  EIS.   This  analysis,  known  as 
Report",  based  on  average  transmissivit ies  and 
of  storage,  suggests  a  drawdown  after  27  years 
at  a  distance  of  ten  miles.   The  analysis  also 
likelihood  of  contamination  of  groundwater  in 
stone  by   core  saline  groundwater.   These  chan 
both  flow  and  quality  of  existing  wells,  sprin 
The  discussion  on  groundwater  in  the  Draft  EIS 
optimistic. 
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The   Draft   EIS  mentions    the   existence   of  numerous    faults 
in   the   vicinity  of  Bald  Knoll,    but   states    that   "there   is    in- 
sufficient  information   to   determine   the   extent   of   these   faults 
in   the   ;.'avajo  Formation."      It   is    difficult   to   imagine   how  these 
faults    could  have   displaced   the   Cretaceous   rocks   near   Bald 
Knoll   without   also   displacing   the   underlying  Jurassic    (older) 
"avajo   Formation.      These   faults   would   exacerbate   the   impacts 
of  pumping   on   existing  water  supplies. 

3.      Effects   on  Park   Resources    (Draft   EIS   at   4-47) 

Recent   blasting   tests   have   shown    that   noise   from   the 
mine  would  be    audible    throughout    Bryce    Canyon 
National  Park.      The   data   from  these    tests    are  not  yet 
publically   available.      They   should  be   evaluated   and    included 
in   the   Final   EIS. 


no   customer-discernible   effects   whatsoever.      The   "high- 
conservation   case"   obviously   does   require   initiative;    it 
does  not   require   sacrifice. 


SLCE  Response  3-6 

The  final  EIS  is  revised  to  include  recent  studies  and  simulations  on 
the  effects  of  ground  water  pumping  for  coal  slurry  near  Bald  Knoll.  This 
includes  a  review  of  the  Cordova  report.  Refer  to  the  Groundwater  Pumping 
for  Coal  Slurry  section  under  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  in  the  final  EIS  for 
additional    information. 

SLCE  Response  3-7 

Refer  to  Letter  Response  6-4  for  a  discussion  of  this  comment. 

SLCE  Response  3-8 

The  Recreation  and  Aesthetics  section  in  Chapter  3  and  in  Alternatives  1 
through  3  of  Chapter  4  are  revised  in  the"  final  EIS  to  include  the  tests 
mentioned  in  your  comment. 

SLCE  Response  3-9 

As  shown  in  the  final  EIS,  the  discussions  of  Alternative  5  in  Chapters 
2  and  4  are  changed  to  reflect  this  comment. 


Energy   Conservation       (Draft    EIS    at    2-42    and  4-147) 
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Critque  of  The  Allen-Harrier  Valley  Energy  System 
Draft  Environmental    Impact  Statement 

The  Utah  Chapter  of  The  Sierra  Club 
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The  Utah  Chapter  of  The  Sierra  Club  appreciates  the  opportunity  to 
participate  in  the  public  hearing  concerning  the  proposed  Allen-llarner  Val- 
ley (AV.'V)  Energy  System,  and  to  address  our  concerns  with  the  Draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  project. 

Our  major  concern  is  with  the  adverse  effects  on  Zion  and  Bryce  Canyon 
National  Parks  and  several  adjacent  BLH  Proposed  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (USA's) 
if  alternative  1,  2,  or  3  for  the  project  is  constructed.  The  importance 
of  Zion  and  Bryce  Canyon  ilation.il  Parks  cannot  Le  overemphasized:  as  noted 
in  the  DEIS,  almost  2,000,000  people  visited  these  two  parks  in  1979.  Their 
preservation  as  a  national  heritage  must  receive  the  highest  priority. 
The  area  affected  by  the  project  also  includes  two  major  and  ten  minor  BLM 
proposed  USA's  of  outstanding  beauty  and  wildness,  unique  in  the  world. 
Their  protection  is  also  clearly  of  the  greatest  importance. 

While  it  is  understood  the  DEIS  represents  considerable  effort  by  the 
BLHt  we  believe  it  is  seriously  deficient  and  does  not  meet  the  standards 
required  by  KEPA  for  such  a  document.  These  deficiencies  will  be  first 
addressed,  following  which  conclusions  and  recommendations  will  be  pre- 
sented. 
Crltque 

1.   The  purposes  of  a  DEIS  are  to  provide  citizen  input  to  the  decision 
process,  evaluate  the  criteria  by  which  decisions  are  to  be  made,  and  pro- 
vide cogent  on  the  adequacy  of  the  data  base.  Perhaps  the  most  serious 


Salt  Lake  City  Exhibit  4 

Jack  Spence,  Sierra  Club 

SLCE  Response  4-1 

The  draft  and  final  EIS  attempt  to  analyze  and  objectively  present  the 
impacts  of  six  alternatives  on  man  and  his  environment.  Using  this  informa- 
tion, the  land  manager  can  make  a  knowledgeable  decision  that  most  nearly 
fits  the  needs  of  society  and  also  protects  the  natural  resources  from  deter- 
ioration. Refer  to  the  Agency  Preferred  Alternative  and  table  2-19  presented 
near  the  end  of  Chapter  2  in  the  final  EIS. 

The  screening  matrix  presented  in  Appendix  2  was  designed  to  identify 
viable  alternatives,  not  to  compare  the  impacts  of  these  alternatives. 
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deficiency  of  the  DEIS  1s  that  no  useful   criteria  -  no  rules  of  the  game- 
by  which  the  preferred  alternative  may  be  Judged  are  presented.     Appendix 
2,   Screening  Matrix  for  Alternatives,  allows  no  distinction  between  the 
alternatives  to  be  made  -  they  all   appear  equally  acceptable,  which  cer- 
tainly cannot  be  the  case.     Thus,  no  citizen  input  with  respect  to  the  ade- 
quacy of  this  most  important  part  of  a  DEIS  can  be  made.     Of  equal    Impor- 
tance, no  subsequent  evaluation  of  the  extent  to  which  the  8LM  follows  the 
criteria   in  the  selection  process  can  likewise  be  made.   The  major  purposes 
of  the  DEIS  are   therefore  defeated.     Apparently,   the  BLM  will  make  a  de- 
cision concerning  the  preferred  alternative^  arbitrary  criteria,  with 
no  effective  chance  for  public  comment  on  their  suitability.     Experience 
has  shown  once  the  final    EIS  is  published,  further  comment  has   little 
effect,   since  the  major  decision  has  been  made.     The  impression  obtained 
from  the  DEIS  is  that  the  BLM  has  already  made  their  decision,  and  the 
criteria  and  data  will   be  manipulated  to  justify  i^the  final    EIS. 
This  clearly  violates   the  intent  of  NEPA,  which  is  to  Involve  the  public 
at  all   levels  in  the  important  decisions. 

2.  The  second  major  criticism  of  the  DEIS  is   the  inadequacy  of  the  data 
base.     Major  areas  of  concern  are  a)  need  for  the  project;   b)  air  quality 
and  visibility;  c)  water  quality  and  quantity;   d)  vegetation  and  wild- 
life effects;  e)  archeological   resources.      In  all   these  areas  of  critical 
concern,  studies  are  still  underway,  or  have  not  yet  been  reported. 

Host  importantly,  as  is  discussed  In  (1)  above,   how  these  studies  will 

be  used  by  BLM  1n  designation  of  a  preferred  alternative  1s  not  addressed. 

Some  of  these  concerns  are  treated  in  more  detail    below. 

3.  While  the  electrical   energy  needs  for  the  SCE  and  PGE  areas  of  Cali- 
fornia have  been  given  a  preliminary  evaluation  by  CEC,   the  needs  in  the 
NPC  area  have  apparently  redved  no  Independent  evaluation,  the  forecasts 
being  due  to  the  NPC.     Furthermore,  annual  growth  rates  In  the  NPC  area 


. 


SLCE  Response  4-2 

Refer  to  Letter  Responses  22-1,  111-8,  and  121-3  and  the  Cultural 
Resources  section  under  Alternative  1  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS  for  a 
discussion  of  this  comment. 


SLCE  Response  4-3 

The  final  EIS  does  include  an  independent  analysis  of  energy  needs  in 
the  NPC  service  area.  The  forecast  results  are  not  significantly  different 
from  NPC's  own  forecast  for  future  energy  demand. 
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are  forecast  at  approximately  4%,  a  figure  greatly  In  excess  of  current 
national  estimates.  As  pointed  out  In  a  recent  article  In  Science  ("Ener- 
gy Forecasts:  Sinking  to  Hew  Lows,"  203,  1353  (1980)),  current  forecasts 
of  energy  growth  are  considerably  lower  than  even  two  years  ago,  and  still 
dropping.  As  stated  in  the  article,  "The  utilities  are  in  a  difficult 

spot  because  they  have  made  long  term  commitments which  they  justified 

at  the  tine  by  reference  to  their  own  rising  demand  forecasts.  But  the 
forecasts  were  wrong."  The  NPC  forecasts  appear  to  be  in  this  category  and 
certainly  need  independent  analysis;  no  such  analysis,  however,  is  under- 
way. 

4.  In  the  analysis  of  alternative  4,  it  is  assumed  new  mines  will  be 
needed  in  Wyoming  and/or  central  Utah  to  provide  coal  for  the  Harry  Allen 
plant.  No  analyis  has  been  made,  however,  of  capacities  of  mines  in  these 
areas  currently  in  operation.   It  is  quite  possible  no  new  mines  will  in 
fact  be  needed,  and  the  consequent  effects  associated  with  opening  new 
mines  would  be  non-existent. 

5.  Alternative  5  stresses  possible  costs  of  energy  conservation  to  users. 
No  analysis  has  been  made  of  the  real  costs  to  users  of  alternatives  1.2,3 
and  4.  These  costs  Include  loss  of  tourist  income  due  to  degradation  of 
visitor  experience  in  the  National  Parks,  air  pollution,  loss  of  income  be- 
cause of  lowering  of  the  water  table  in  the  Alton  area,  increased  vandal- 
ism and  ORV  damage  in  the  National  Parks  and  USA's  due  to  increased  popu- 
lation. Such  costs  must  be  taken  into  account  in  order  to  make  meaning- 
ful comparisons  with  costs  attributed  to  alternative  5. 

6.   No  analysis  of  relative  environmental  effects  of  alternative  6  and 
other  alternatives  has  been  made.  The  assumption  seems  to  be  any  adverse 
effects  of  the  AWV  project  would  simply  be  transferred  to  other  sites  In 
California.  This  fails  to  take  into  account  the  proximity  of  the  AWV 


SLCE  Response  4-4 

The  Coal  Resources  Quality  and  Availability  section  of  the  final  EIS  is 
revised  to  include  a  discussion  of  coal  availability. 

SLCE  Response  4-5 

As  instructed  in  CEQ  regulation  1502.33:  ".  .  .  the  weighing  of  the 
merits  and  drawbacks  of  the  various  alternatives  need  not  be  displayed  in  a 
monetary  cost-benefit  analysis  and  should  not  be  when  there  are  important 
qualitative  considerations.  .  .  [but]  should  at  least  indicate  those  consid- 
erations; .  .  .  which  are  likely  to  be  relevant  and  important  to  a  decision." 

SLCE  Response  4-6 

The  analysis. of  Alternative  6  is  revised  to  reflect  your  comment  in  the 
final  EIS.  Should  other  projects  be  proposed  as  a  result  of  a  "No  Action" 
decision  on  AWV,  site  design,  studies,  permits,  etc.  and  an  EIS  would  be 
required  just  as  they  were  required  for  the  AWV  project.  The  identical 
environmental  impacts  would  not  be  transferred  to  other  sites.  The  intention 
of  the  statement  is  to  acknowledge  that  similar  environmental  impacts  (e.g., 
air  quality,  water  resources,  cultural  resources,  etc.)  could  occur  and  would 
have  to  be  evaluated. 
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project  to  Zion  and  Bryce  Canyon  National  Parks  and  several  WSA's.   In 
fact,  1t  1s  difficult  to  imagine  an  environmentally  more  undesirable  lo- 
cation than  the  Warner  Valley  and  Alton  units  of  the  project.  They  are  in- 
deed comparable  to  the  initial  site  adjacent  to  Capitol  Reef  National  Park 
proposed,  and  subsequently  vetoed  by  Secretary  Andrus,  for  the  IPP  plant. 
A  detailed  assessment  of  the  local  environmental  effects  in  California 
vis-a-vis  the  AWV  project  must  be  made  before  any  conclusions  may  be  drawn. 

"7.   No  analysis  is  made  of  the  effects  of  the  project  on  a  number  of  BLM 
proposed  WSA's  in  the  region.  These  include  two  major  WSA's,  Canaan 
Mountain  (UT-040-143),  and  Parunuweap  (UT-040-230),  and  ten  small  WSA's 
contiguous  with  Zion  National  Park  (UT-040-145-150,  153,  154,  176,  177). 
Since  all  these  areas  are  adjacent  to  Zion  National  Park,  any  adverse 
effects  present  in  the  Park  will  also  affect  them.  These  areas,  recog- 
nized by  the  BLM  as  outstanding  in  scenery  and  opportunities  for  wilder- 
ness, need  the  same  protection  as  the  National  Parks. 

8.   In  view  of  the  projected  needs  for  electrical  energy,  the  selection 
of  alternative  1  would  result  in  excess  generating  capacity.  This  would 
likely  result  in  increased  industrial  growth  in  the  St.  George  area  in 
order  to  use  the  energy,  with  a  consequent  increase  in  air  pollution,  water 
degradation,  vandalism  and  ORV  destruction  in  the  Parks  and  WSA's.  No 
consideration  of  this  effect  is  found  in  the  DEIS. 

"9.   The  cumulative  environmental  effect  of  the  Reid  Gardner  Plant  addition, 
the  gigantic  IPP  plant,  the  MX  missle  program,  and  other  planned  energy 
projects  in  respect  to  the  AWV  project  has  been  ignored.  The  policy  and 
practice  of  viewing  each  project  as  1f  it  existed  in  a  vacuum  cannot  be 
Justified.  The  cumulative  effects  of  air  pollution  over  the  entire  area 
must  be  taken  into  account  before  any  new  polluter  is  granted  a  permit.  The 
long  term  effect  of  such  pollution  over  wide  areas  1s  now  being  seen  in 
the  eastern  states  in  the  form  of  acid  rain;  recently,  such  add  rain  has 


SLCE  Response  4-7 

An  analysis  of  impacts  is  not  included  in  the  EIS  because  these  proposed 
WSAs  would  not  be  adversely  impacted.  Specifically,  these  areas  would  not  be 
affected  by  project  component  siting,  nor  would  their  Class  II  Air  Quality 
status  be  violated. 

SLCE  Response  4-8 

There  would  be  a  possibility  of  increased  growth  in  St.  George  should 
there  be  an  ample  supply  of  electrical  generating  capacity.  This  is  dis- 
cussed in  the  Socioeconomics  and  Land  Use,  Land  Use  Plans  and  Controls  sec- 
tions in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  EIS.  There  are  no  studies,  however,  which 
indicate  that  the  availability  of  electricity  is  in  itself  a  criterion  for 
industrial  location.  The  actual  direction  of  a  community  to  industrialize  or 
not  is  up  to  the  local  planning  commission  and  the  public. 

SLCE  Response  4-9 

The  final  EIS  includes  discussions  on  other  projects  which  would  be 
interrelated  with  AWV.  The  cumulative  impacts  of  existing  powerplants  (i.e., 
Reid  Gardner)  and  the  proposed  Harry  Allen  and  Warner  Valley  powerplants  is 
discussed  in  the  Cumulative  Impacts  sections,  Air  Quality  in  Chapter  4  of  the 
final  EIS. 


been  detected  along  the  crest  of  the  Rocky  Mountains  in  Colorado.  Without 
consideration  of  cumulative  effects,  any  air  pollution  analysis  is 
highly  suspect.  The  DEIS  should  consider  this  important  aspect  in  detail. 


2.   The  Utah  Chapter  of  The  Sierra  Club,  in  view  of  the  above  conclusions, 
endorses  alternatives  5  and  6  ,  Energy  Conservation  and  Alternate  Energy 
Sources.and  No  Action,  of  the  DEIS  for  the  AWV  project  and  strongly  recom- 
ends  the  selection  of  either  as  the  preferred  alternative  by  BLH. 
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Conclusions 

Based  on  the  data  presented  in  the  DEIS  and  the  considerations  discussed 
above,  the  following  conclusions  with  regard  to  the  AWV  project  have  been  reached: 

1.  The  Harner  Valley  plant  is  not  needed  (DEIS,  p. 1-2);  its  construction 
as  part  of  alternative  1  would  result  in  excess  capacity. 

2.  r»PC  electrical  needs  are  probably  grossly  overestimated  and  should  be 
reduced  substantially. 

3.  The  Warner  Valley  Water  Project  is  not  needed  for  culinary  water 
and  no  other  needs  have  been  proposed  (DEIS,  p. 1-30). 

4.  Alternative  1  will  likely  result  in  violation  of  Class  I  Air  Quality 
Standards  in  Zion  National  Park  and  adjacent  WSA's,  as  well  as  in  deterior- 
ation of  visibility  in  both  Zion  and  Bryce  Canyon  National  Parks. 

5.  Construction  of  the  Warner  Valley  Water  Project  as  described  in  al- 
ternative 1  will  likely  result  in  critical  loss  of  habitat  of  the  endangered 
Wour.dfin  Minnow^the  proposed  endangered  Roundtail  Chub  fishes. 


The  Utah  Chapter  of  The  Sierra  Club 


Prepared  by: 

Jack  T.  Spence,  Ph.D. 
1249  Island  Dr. 
Logan,  Utah  84321 
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SLCE  Response  4-10 

Your  comments  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  the  decision 
process. 


aking 


SLCE  Response  4-11 

Refer  to  Letter  Responses  22-1,  63-2,  111-8,  and  121-3  for  a  discussion 
of  this  comment. 


II 


Reconr.er.dat  ions 

1.   A  supplement  to  the  DEIS  should  be  issued  as  soon  as  possible  (no  later 
than  September  15,  1930)  detailing  the  criteria  and  methods  to  be  used  to 
select  the  BLM  preferred  alternative.  This  would  permit  citizen  evaluation 
of  their  suitability  and  allow  subsequent  evaluation  of  the  extent  to  which 
they  are  followed  in  the  selection  of  the  preferred  alternative  by  BLM. 
In  addition,  the  supplement  should  include  any  data  that  has  been  reported 
from  ongoing  studies  since  the  publication  of  the  DEIS. 
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STATEMENT  OF  POSITION  OF 
CALIFORNIA  PUELIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION  STAFF 


My  name  is  F.  Hunter  Weiler.  I'm  a  consultant  to  the  staff  of  the  Cali- 
fornia Public  Utilities  Commissi  on  (CPUC).  The  Project  Manager  of  the  CPUC 
Allen-Warner  Project  Team  has  authorized  me  to  make  this  statement  toniqht  on 
behalf  of  CPUC  staff. 

Southern  California  Edison  Company  (SCE)  and  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric 
Company  (POLE)  would  c:n  approximately  80S  of  the  proposed  Allen-Warner  Valley 
Energy  System  (AVi'/ES).  The  CPUC  must  issue  a  Certificate  of  Public  Conven- 
ience and  Necessity  (CPC:,!1  or  "Certificate")  to  the  California  utilities 
before  they  may  participate  in  the  A'JVES  project. 

I  wish  to  emphasize  that  I  am  speaking  on  behalf  of  the  CPUC  staff  only. 
The  five-member  Commission  is  an  independent  State  of  California  regulatory 
agency  which  will  make  the  final  decision  on  the  Certificate  which  SCE  and 
PG4E  have  requested.  The  staff  is  an  independent  party  before  the  Commission 
in  this  proceeding,  and  will  make  recommendations  to  the  Commission. 

Since  various  federal  processes  are  also  involved,  CPUC  has  been 
cooperating  actively  and  diligently  with  the  federal  agencies  reviewing  the 
project.  CPUC  staff  provided  assistance  to  the  BLM  in  the  development  of  the 
draft  EIS.  The  assistance  provided  was  mainly  in  the  areas  of  need  and 
alternatives  for  the  California  utilities,  areas  in  which  we  have  particular 
expertise.  Due  to  limitations  imposed  by  California  law,  CPUC  staff  has  not 
attempted  and  will  not  attempt  to  provide  comment  on  non-California  environ- 
mental issues;  CPUC  staff  will,  however,  take  into  account  in  its  recommenda- 
tions the  impact  these  issues  may  have  on  cost,  schedule  and  reliability  of 
the  proposed  project.  We  congratulate  the  BLM  on  producing  a  comprehensive 
EIS  on  a  complicated  project  proposal.  CPUC  staff  will,  of  course,  continue 
to  cooperate  with  federal  agencies  on  this  project. 

As  part  of  CPUC's  certification  process,  staff  issued  a  draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Report  (EIS)  on  July  31.  The  EIR  addresses  the  issues  of  need 
and  alternatives,  as  well  as  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  project  in 
California. 

On  the  subject  of  the  bulk  power  supply  needs  of  the  SCE  and  PG&E,  the 
EIR  summary  states: 

"Using  the  CEC  demand  forecast,  for  the  period  1987-1992,  if  the  baseline 
supply  plan  developed  here  can  be  almost  completely  built  and  brought  on 
line  approximately  on  schedule,  then  there  would  be  no  need  for  the 
project  strictly  to  meet  traditional  reliability  criteria.  There  is, 
however,  always  some  uncertainty  inherent  in  any  resource  plan.  Some 
facilities  may  not  ultimately  meet  all  regulatory  requirements,  or  may 
not  come  on  line  on  schedule  for  other  reasons.  Furthermore  there  is,  as 
discussed  in  Section  1.652,  a  need  supported  by  federal  and  State  policy 
to  develop  resources  beyond  those  needed  only  to  assure  reliability  for 


the  purpose  of  reducing  oil  use  in  electric  generation, 
development  includes  building  new  generating  capacity." 


Such  resource 


The  CPUC  draft  EIR  indicates  that  this  need  could  be  met  in  part  bv  the 
Allen-Warner  Project  or  variations  of  it.  The  EIR  also  recognizes  that  'there 
are  other  alternatives  that  could  be  brought  on  line  in  the  time  frame 
proposed.  The  EIR  acknowledges  that  there  are  problems  with  and  constraints 
on  all  available  alternatives,  including  Allen-Warner.  The  task  before  the 
CPUC  and  other  agencies  is  to  choose  the  best  method  for  meeting  our  future 
energy  needs. 

CPUC  staff  notes  that  the  proposed  Allen-Warner  Valley  Energy  System  is 
actually  an  aggregation  of  several  separate  projects,  and  that  some  of  these 
projects  may  be  undertaken  without  others.  For  example,  coal  could  be  shipped 
from  existing  mines  over  the  present  railroad  system  to  the  Allen  power  plant 
without  constructing  the  Warner  Valley  power  plant  or  the  Alton  mine  and 
slurry  pipelines. 

The  CPUC  draft  EIR  does  not  contain  a  recommendation  on  the  proposed 
Allen-Warner  Project  or  on  any  of  the  alternatives  to  it.  The  CPUC  staff  will 
make  its  recommendations  in  a  report  to  be  issued  August  18.  The  Commission 
will  issue  a  final  EIR  about  late  November  of  this  year  and  will  make  its 
final  decision  by  January  9,  1931. 

CPUC  or  its  staff  may  submit  a  written  response  to  the  BLM  draft  EIS. 
Staff  has  provided  BLM  with  the  draft  EIR,  and  will  provide  BLM  with  the 
August  18  report  and  supporting  technical  documents.  Staff  will  be  available 
to  assist  the  BLM  in  incorporating  this  information  into  the  final  EIS.  This 
concludes  my  prepared  statement. 


Salt  Lake  City  Exhibit  5 

F.  Hunter  Weiler,  California  Public  Utilities  Commission 

SLCE  Response  5-1 

The  draft  EIR  information  compiled  by  the  CPUC  staff  is  included  in  the 
final  EIS. 

SLCE  Response  5-2 

Information  contained  in  the  CPUC  staff  recommendations  has  been  review- 
ed and  pertinent  data  is  included  in  appropriate  sections  of  the  final  EIS. 
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